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the funds being available 
immediately when required; 
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Current Topics. 
The Ideals of the Law. 


THE PLACE of Justice—‘‘ a hallowed place,” as Lord Bacon 
calls it—is again open, and, with not inconsiderable intervals 
the task of the Judges will go on for another year. “ Jurispru- 
dence ”—to turn to a more recent authority, Lord Saw in his 
Letters to Isabel, a book of singular interest, “ is the ordered 
march of Justice,” and perhaps the most considerable event of 
the vacation has been his attempt to communicate to the lawyers 
of the United States and Canada his own ideals as to the position 
of law in the State and in the world. Possibly these conceptions 
are on too high a plane for everyday legal work, but it is well to 
remember that justice, as embodied in the administration of the 
law, is the foundation of society, and that its attainment depends 
on the co-operation of judges and lawyers in patient and dis- 
interested effort. ‘‘ Summum jus, summa injuria” may have 
Mr. Justice Darina has said it is # more 
candid statement of law than one might expect to find in a 
law-book ; but that is only when the law unfortunacely goes 
wrong in its pursuit of justice. 


The Michaelmas Cause Lists. 


THE Ficures of the Cause Lists for the present term are not 


,’ 


| so dominated by the Divorce Court as they have been in some 
| recent years. 


The figures for that court tor Michaelmas, 1919 
and 1920 were 2,025 and 2,628; in 1921 they dropped to 1,014, 


| and now they are 888. These figures include the probate causes, 


as the officials in charge of the lists still seem unable to dis- 
tinguish probate from divorce, but the probate cases are few 


| compared to divorce. The drop in divorce is no doubt due to 


the special efforts which have been made to deal with these cases, 


and to the commencement of provincial divorce trials, for 
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these, we presume, are not included in the present lists. As 
to other classes of work the Court of Appeal shews a falling off 
as compared with last Michaelmas—-192 against 211, and so does 
the King’s Bench Division—1,236 against 1,892. But the 
Chancery Division has a total of 407 (apart from Winding-up 
and Bankruptcy) against 352 a year ago. 


Anomalies of Divorce. 


WE CAN ONLY at present briefly refer to Lord BuckMasTER’s 
forcible letter in The Times of Wednesday on the present state 
of the Law of Divorce. To say with the Roman Catholic Church 
that there shall be no divorce is an intelligible attitude, although 
it may be possible to get round it on various grounds. But that 
is not the principle which English law has adopted, and when 
once divorce is permitted, it follows that it should be permitted 
on grounds which favour morality and humanity. The judgment 
of Sir GorELL Barnes, P. (afterwards Lord Gore.t) in Dodd v 
Dodd (1906, P. 189) still remains the leading judicial pronounce- 
ment on the subject. “ The law is full of inconsistencies, anomalies 
and inequalities amounting almost to absurdities.” Lord 
BuckMASTER illustrates this from his own experience in his recent 
trial of divorce cases, and his letter should be influential in 
recalling attention to a subject which the Legislature has hitherto 
failed to remedy, notwithstanding the Report of Lord GorELL’s 
Commission and the efforts of the House of Lords. 


The Responsibility to Law of State-owned Ships. 


Tae Stare, as we all know, stands in a very privileged legal 
position as compared with, other “juristic”’ persons. It is not 
liable for torts or crimes at all, and its obligation to implement 
its own contracts or perform those equities which bind its juristic 
conscience, although acknowledged, can only be enforced with 
its own assent. ‘“ The King can do no wrong” is the maxim 
which in our Common Law expresses the first truth ; the necessity 
of the ministerial “‘ fiat justitia ’’ endorsed on a petition of right, 
is an example of the second. In France, notwithstanding the 
Revolution, the boast of Louis XIV, “ L’Etat? C'est Moi,” 
still dictates the spirit of Constitutional Law, and the existence 
of an elaborate system of “ Droit Administratif,” independent 
of the law binding common citizens, is one of the many signs of 
continuity between the Ancien Regime and its Republican 
supplanter in this as in other things; readers of the late Professor 
Dicey’s works will remember this. As between one State and 
another, the defence contained in the plea “ Act of State ” is a 
symptom of the way in which the State is “ above the common 
law of- municipal states,” and the immunity of a foreign State 
from process in the courts of its neighbours, unless it assents to 
the jurisdiction by appearance or other form of waiver, is another 
example. These might be multiplied indefinitely. For in the 
Law of Nations, if not in the Jus Nature, the principle has 
always been tacitly taken for granted, which contemporary 
publicists are sometimes inclined to assume was an invention 
of the philisopher Hert, namely, the principle that the State 
stands for something superior to individuals and is not bound by 
the same moral or legal obligations. But, gradually, step by step, 
the anomalies represented by this spirit are beginning to disappear 
either by the evolution of judge-made law, or by the enactment 
of statutes and the arrangements arising out of treaties. Among 
these anomalies is the privileged status at present accorded to 
State-owned ships in many matters of maritime law. A reason- 
able attempt to remove these is now being made by the Thirteenth 
Jonference of the International Maritime Committee of Ship- 
owners, Merchants, and Lawyers, which was opened on Monday 
in Lincoln’s Inn Hall, and lasted throughout Tuesday and 
Wednesday. 


The Maritime Committee and the Conference. 


In OPENING the proceedings of the Maritime Law Conference 
the President, M. Louts Francu, the Belgian Colonial Minister, 
pointed out that the present crusade to win the unification of 


—_——— 





In the twenty years or so preceding the war it succeeded in effect. 
ing two great positive achievements: the International Code 
for the Regulation of Collisions at Sea, and the Code of Maritime 
Salvage, both of which were accepted by some score of sovereign 
states. Two other Codes have been drafted, were considered 
last year, and are now awaiting the final approval of the Confer. 
ence: these relate to the Limitation of Shipowners’ Liability 
and to Maritime Liens respectively. The Treaty of Versailles, 
by the way, expressly mentions and excepts the Collision and 
Salvage Codes from the general rule that existing international 
agreements are to be treated as cancelled. But one other great 
problem remains, and this has been expressed in these terms; 
“ What liabilities among those commonly enforceable as against 
ships and their owners ought to be accepted by Sovereign States 
in respect of ships owned and operated by them.” When the 
complete report of the proceedings of the Conference are before 
us, as they should be next week, we hope to return to this subject, 
and to comment upon the views expressed by members of this 
Committee. 


Contempt of Court. 


Mr. BELL’s paper on“ Contempt of Court ” (printed elsewhere) 
was certainly the most entertaining of the interesting essays read 
at the Provincial Meeting of the Law Society. Mr. Bext rightly 
distinguished between the two different kinds of “ contempt” 
-—that committed in facie curie and taking the form of insolent 
conduct, and that which arises out of disobedience to the order 
of the Court. The former he calls “ Direct’ and the latter 
“ Indirect ” Contempt, names not in common use but in many 
ways much more useful for descriptive purposes than the mis- 
leading terms “ special’ and “ ordinary” which appear in the 
White Book. Incidentally he says, however, that Courts “‘ not 
of Record ”’ have no power to deal with contempt of either kind. 
We do not know whether Mr. Bet defines “‘ Courts of Record ” 


does so, his statement is somewhat doubtful. Certainly there is 
some difference of opinion as to whether justices and coroners 
can punish contempt committed in their court; but the better 
opinion appears to be that, were such jurisdiction exercised and 
questioned by a writ of certiorari or otherwise, the order would 
be upheld. Some of Mr. BE Lt’s amusing illustrations, by the 
way, are so novel that one is sorry he did not give “ chapter and 
verse’ forthem. He refers to a“‘ reported case ”’ of a defendant, 
aged sixty-three, who pleaded “ infancy,” and on appearance in 
court was forthwith sent to prison on the ground that the plea 
was an obvious insult to the court ; we do not know this reported 
case. We also feel interested, if not quite convinced, by his 
amusing reference to the “ alleged lunatic ” who wilfully disobeys 
an order in Lunacy requiring him to submit to a medical examina- 
tion to test his sanity ; if found to be sane at the time, this lunatic 
is guilty of contempt ; but, if he is found to be insane, Mr. Be. 
conceives that a difficult question of law arises. We suppose he 
has in mind the legal definition of -‘ insanity” for criminal 
purposes, which requires some kind of intellectual “ incapacity 
to understand the nature of his act” before the plea of insanity 
can be set up with success. We also have our private doubts as 
to the existence of the lady plaintiff in a breach of promise action 
who, when examined in chief and asked her profession, replied 
“ a young lady in search of a husband.” 


Departmental Administration. 


ANOTHER OF THE many interesting papers read at Leeds was 
that on ‘ Departmental Administration.” A question which 
interests us is that of the status of the Legal Branch in a Ministry 
of State. Strictly speaking, the Legal Adviser of a Department 
is only one of its civil servants ; he is subordinate to the Head of 
the Department and possibly also to the Assistant-Secretary in 
control of some Sub-Department ; in other words, he is himself a 
person under departmental discipline and dependent for his 
promotion and the other amenities of his official position upon the 





the Laws of the Sea began some five-and-twenty years ago. 


good will of his superiors in the Service. Perhaps this state of 








so as to include magisterial and coroners’ courts; but unless he 
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affairs is unavoidable and we do not suppose that any very 
serious misfeasances of justice arise out of it. _ But in principle 
the Legal Adviser of a Department ought to occupy a more 
independent position ; he should be the protector of the public 
against possible misuse of its powers by the Department, and not 
merely a servant whose duty it is to find a “ coach and four” 
through Acts of Parliament when his superiors so desire, or to 
draft amending Bills whenever a decision of the Law Courts goes 






















rie and against the Department. Such independence is already possessed 
a tonal by the Treasury ; its officers are civil servants, but independent 
Steath of the spending Departments of Government, whose financial 
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acts and machinery it is their duty to criticize fearlessly. There 
seems no reason why a similar position of independence should 
not be conceded to legal advisers. Instead of being mere sub- 
ordinates to a Ministry, heads of a single section or bureau in 





deve one of the numerous branches or departments of which the 
pe rs thie Ministry consists, they ought really to be the officers of a Ministry 
of Justice, merely attached for the time being to some special 
Department, but subordinate to and dependent for promotion 
upon the Minister of Justice alone. But this presupposes a 
- Ministry of Justice, as to which, we observe Lord Haldane is to 
mn — lecture at University College this month. 
rightly§ The Probation System of the U.S. 
empt”§{| WE PRINTED recently (66 Sox. J, pp. 724, 744) extracts from 
nsolent § the recent Report on the Probation System. That system 
e order depends on the Probation of Offenders Act, 1907, as amended 
latter} by the Criminal Justice Administration Act, 1914, and the 
| many § conclusion of the Committee was that many courts, including 
1¢ mis-§ Courts of Quarter Sessions, could with great advantage use 
= the § probation procedure much more freely than they do at present. 
snot § A very interesting article on the Probation System of the United 
r kind. § States by Mrs. Margaret W. Nevinson, J.P.,is contained in the 
cord” § current number of The National Review. Mrs. Nevinson has 
less hé § served a twelvemonth on the bench, and she paid a visit to 
here is America to study the courts of the United-States, and particularly 
roners § the Probation System. The system, as she points out, originated 
better § in Massachusetts. We have, indeed, been waiting tor some time 
d and § for an opportunity to describe its origin as given in a paper on 
would} “Probation as an Orthodox Common Law Practice in 
yy the f Massachusetts, prior to the Statutory System,” by Mr. F. W. 
er and § GRINNELL of the Boston Bar, which we received a while ago. 
idant, § And from the Massachusetts figures, which Mrs. NEVINSON gives, 
nce in § it appears that very extensive use is made of the system. Criminal 
e plea § law there, it may be noticed, is wider in its scope than here, and 
vorted f includes sexual delinquencies which with us are left to the 
y his { moral law. But in these, as well as in ordinary offences such 
obeys § as larceny, large numbers of convicted persons, adult and juvenile, 
mina- § male and female, are placed on probation ; and similar treatment 
inatic § is applied to “ waywardness,” whatever that may be. One of 
BELL § the great advantages of Probation is the cheapness. “ Crime,” 
se he § said a judge to Mrs. NEvINSON, “is very expensive ; we cannot 
minal § afford to have it and must nip it in the bud, and this we do 
acity § in our Probation System.” New York reports 75 per cent. of 
anity § offenders rescued by probation, and an enormous economic 
ts a8 § saving to the Government, as it costs 396.56 dollars a year per 
ction § capita for prison care, and only 22.64 for probation care. Mrs. 
plied § Nevinson also speaks of the division of Courts in New York 
for different kinds of offenders—Domestic Relation Courts, 
Municipal Term Courts (for breach of regulations), Men’s 
Night Court (to avoid confinement in jail and loss of work,) 
| was § District Courts (for various common offences), Women’s Courts 
rhich § and Juvenile Courts. The last two and the Domestic Relation 
istry § Courts are not open to the public, and the proceedings are 
“~ conducted in a very informal manner. 
'y in | The Technical Character of Desertion. 
elf a THE RECENT CASE of Powell v. Powell (1922, W.N. 252) illus- 
- his § trates in a striking way how largely our Law of Divorce is made up 
1 the § Of legal fictions. It is known by everyone that in theory a wife 
te of § Can only obtain a divorce by what is popularly called “ double 





proof,” namely, proof that her husband’s adultery is aggravated 
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in some respect, such as by desertion or cruelty or bigamy, or 
the communication of venereal disease, or the commission of 
adultery in the precincts of the home itself, or other matters of 
that kind. But outside the circle of divorce court practitioners, 
it is not generally understood how largely legal fictions supplant 
these conditions precedent in actual cases by nominal conduct 
to which the law attributes these characteristics by a kind of 
‘ imputed being ” quite as unreal as anything in the “ entities ” 
of the Medieval Schoolmen. Refusal to obey an order for 
restitution of conjugal rights is statutory desertion ; refusal to 
refrain from an adulterous intercourse when requested by the 
wife, followed by her abandonment of the home, is “ constructive 
desertion” on the part of the husband; and “ constructive 
cruelty ” seems to consist of any conduct a judge or jury dis- 
approve of. But the most interesting, because the most recent, 
extension of this doctrine is to be found in Powell v. Powell 
(supra). Here a wife petitioned for divorce, alleging adultery 
and desertion. The desertion alleged was purely constructive, 
namely, that the husband, although he lived in the same house as 
his wife, never cohabited with her or spoke to her during the 
period of two years, and slept for the same time in a separate 
room situated in a separate self-contained part of the house with 
a separate entrance from the street. This the trial judge, Lord 
Buckmaster, held to be “ desertion,” and granted a decree nist 
accordingly. From such a case it is clear that the “ statutory 
desertion ” is now little better than a legal fiction. The only 
object it serves seems to be that of furnishing feminist advocates 
with what looks like an obvious case of sex-inequality in the 
Divorce Laws, and to induce in the minds of persons who do not 
look beneath the surface a belief that our marriage laws are less 
favourable to women than to men, an opinion that surely cannot 
be entertained by anyone who looks at the whole, not particular 
parts—the wood, not single trees—and who notices the obvious 
fact that in marriage a woman retains complete control of her own 
personal freedom and her property, while the man has to 
surrender both in the performance of his legally enforceable 
obligation to work for and maintain his wife. 


The Criminal Jurisdiction of University Chancellors. 


THE VEXED question as to the precise extent of criminal 
jurisdiction still vested in the Vice-Chancellors of Oxford and 
Cambridge Universities is recalled to memory by a recent note 
in The Times on an anecdote of Dr. Rout, sometime President 
of Magdalen College, Oxford. Dr. Rourn died in 1854, 
having been born in 1760. He used to tell how he had seen 
an execution at “‘Gownsman’s Gallows,’ Holywell, in which two 
Oxford Undergradutes had been hanged for highway robbery 
after trial in the Vice-Chancellor’s court. The University Juris- 
diction of the Chancellors, for whom the Vice-Chancellors are 
empowered to act as deputies, is derived from medieval charters, 
that of Oxford dating from the reign of Henry IV. The 
University had jurisdiction of “ treasons, insurrections and 
felonies, and mayhems,”’ committed by any member of the 
University, no matter where the offence was committed. On 
indictment made and true bill found in any royal court, the 
case was transferred to the University and then tried by the 
“Lord High Steward,” an official to be nominated by the 
Chancellor of the University The panel of jurymen consisted 
of eighteen freeholders of the town, and eighteen matriculated 
undergraduates, of whom nine of each were selected to form the 
jury. Execution was carried out by the Sheriff of the county ; 
this was still not very infrequent even so late as 1765, when 
BLACKTONE referred to it. This jurisdiction has not, we think, 
been taken away by statute from either University, although it is 
no longer exercised. It is possible that in this respect the 
Charters might be held to have been revoked for abandonment, 
if questioned in the King’s Bench upon a writ of Scire Facias. 





At Caius College, Cambridge, Mr. T. Ellis Lewis, B.A., LL.B., of the 
University College of Wales, Aberystwyth, has been elected to a Rhondda 





research studentship. Mr. Lewis will engage in research in some branch 
of English law. 
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The Rent Restriction Act: 


Retrospect and Prospect. 
].—THE POLICY OF THE STATUTE. 

Two years ago we discussed in some detail the legal problems 
involved in the consolidating and amending Rent Restriction 
Act which had just been enacted under the name of the Increase 
of Rent and Mortgage Interest Act, 1922. We dealt with the 
statute in its formal juristic aspects, treating its subject matter 
as a new kind of tenancy added to those already in existence, 
namely a “ statutory tenancy,” and discussed this in respect 
of its formation, operation, termination and enforcement just 
as one would any non-statutory contract arising out of the 
volition of the parties. The time for the statutory expiry 
of this statutory contract, namely, 30th June, 1923, is near 
at hand. A Committee is busy hearing evidence as to whether 
or not it should be renewed, and, if so, with what amendments. 
In these circumstances it may be interesting to discuss, in a short 
series of articles, first, the general problem of law in practical 
life raised by the Rent Restriction Act, secondly, the rules which 
should be embodied ina new statute, if one is passed, and thirdly, 
the form in which such statute should be drafted. It will be 
within the experience of every practitioner that endless con- 
fusion and difficulties have been caused in the interpretation of 
the Act by the very roundabout way in which its main provisions 
are arranged in the scheme of the Act—if, indeed, the Act has 
any scheme and is not merely a haphazard collection of clauses 
which seem useful, all set out in any order that happened to 
suggest itself. Our task in this series then, is to deal with 
the legal—as distinct from the political or economic—issues of 
policy which the Act embodies. 

An Act of Parliament of a temporary nature is not passed for 
the purpose of adding to the legal categories new ones which ought 
to exist, nor yet of simplifying thuse which are too elaborate. 
That is the function of codes and codifying Acts, or of large 
legal reforms, such as that embodied in the recent Law of Property 
Act. The function of an emergency statute, on the other hand, 
always is to meet some temporary situation of hardship by 
affording protection to certain classes of persons. Classes of 
persons, not legal forms or categories, are-t he matters the Legislature 
in such cases quite rightly considers. Now the Act of 1915, 
amended by subsequent Acts and finally consolidated in the 
statute of 1920, was essentially intended to protect two classes 
of persons against a hardship resulting from a temporary 
monopoly, namely (1) the tenants of certain small houses whose 
landlords were naturally anxious to take advantage of the 
cessation of building occasioned by war conditions in order to 
obtain higher rents, and (2) the owners of such houses who had 
mortgaged them and would have a difficulty in obtaining new 
loans at reasonable rates of interest, were these mortgages called 
in, as the result of the diversion of all available capital to purposes 
directly assisting the war. The two cases of hardship were due 
to different causes, one a shortage of houses, the other a shortage 
of fluid capital. Both causes were partially connected together, 
however, for the statutory restrictions imposed by the statute 
on the owners of small house properties rendered it hopeless to 
sell them, without vacant possession, at reasonable prices so 
as to satisfy a pressing mortgagee. 

Now these conditions precedent to the relief afforded by the 
statute are no longer present in quite the same close connection 
as was the case in 1915 and in 1920. The shortage of houses 
still remains ; the cost of building operations renders it likely to 
remain for at least two or three years longer; and probably 
the real remedy will not come in the form of building new houses 
for the wage-earning and salary-earning classes, but rather in 
the conversion into flats of the numerous large houses in town 
terraces and in suburban gardens, which can find no tenants 
because prospective occupiers can find no servants. The 
conversion of such flats into self-contained dwellings of a com- 
modious and comfortable type, following not on the lines of the 






many blocks of mansions already erected during the p 
generation, but rather on the lines of small tenement premise 
which have long been universal in Scottish and Continen 
towns, seems theline of least resistance in the immediate future 
Apam SmirH pointed out in the “ Wealth of Nations” th 
difference between English ideals and those of Scotsmen, Germar 
or Frenchmen, which led every English artizan to desire a cottag 
in town, with the result that English artizan property consist 
mostly of streets comprised of small cottage-houses two store 
high, four-rooms each, set side by side in endless terraces. Rents, 
he pointed out, were dearer in London than in Edinburgh, bu 
lodgings much cheaper, because in London every family wanted 
a separate house, and could only achieve their ideal by letting 
lodgings. This state of affairs, of course, has been abolished b 
the war. 

On the other hand, the shortage of capital no longer exists, 

and mortgages are now once more a favourite security of the small 
investor, especially the tradesman who has saved some money. 
There is just one exception: the inferior kinds of working-class 
house property are no longer so desirable a security because 
such disturbing phenomena as rent-strikes and refusals to move 
without an eviction order, as well as changes in the law of distress, 
make it very difficult to collect rents. This is especially so in 
times of unemployment. This special case has been pointed out 
very lucidly in the able paper on the Rent Restriction Act which 
Sir Kincstey Woop, M.P., read to the recent Provincial Meeting 
of the Law Society. But otherwise the shortage of capital no 
longer exists, nor is there any shortage available for loans upon 
the mortgage of house property. It would seem, then, that in 
the case of mortgages the condition precedent to the special 
protection against hardship no longer prevails, and that the 
mortgage-interest provisions should be eliminated altogether from 
any continuing Act which Parliament may enact. To prevent 
possible cases of hardship, a clause might be inserted providing 
that, wherever proceedings to foreclose or for similar relief 
are taken against the owner of property still restricted by the 
statute in his rights over his tenants, the court in which the 
proceedings are taken should be entitled to grant the mortgagor 
such special relief, in the shape of delay or rate of interest, as 
may be shown to be necessary in view of his inability to realize 
or borrow on his property. Such relief should only be granted on 
terms and in cases of real hardship. 
As regards, however, the case of tenants, it seems clear that the 
statutory protection ought still to be afforded in some form. 
The ‘only question among practical men is how long it should 
continue, what modifications of the new tenant-right should be 
adopted, and what limits should be placed on the rentals allowed 
by the Act. These are economic and practical questions which 
are not within the sphere of this article. But they are connected 
with certain legal problems, and to these we will refer briefly. 
They affect— 

(1) The classes of occupiers who should be protected. 

(2) The right to exploit the property (for his own commercial 
benefit) which should be conferred on a statutory-tenant. 

(3) The classes of owners who should receive special considera- 
tion. 

As regards the first point, it has become clear that the statute 
discriminates in much too rough and ready a way between 
different conditions of tenancy as they existed in 1915. In that 
year some persons occupied a house in respect of which the 
landlord performed no service except that of doing repairs. 
In other cases the landlord provided a caretaker for the premises 
and others in the same building; such was the case with most 
blocks of flats. In others again, as when a large house was let 
out in flats, he usually arranged to do a certain amount of the 
routine work of house-cleaning. In practice, all three arrange- 
ments are to be found in almost equal frequency in small houses 
of the same rental limits, and occupied by the same classes. 
Again, in some cases, the rental was expressed as including the 






































payment for those services, in others a small separate payment 
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was provided in a separate covenant. It was largely a matter 
of accident which of these two devices was used ; often a large 
block of flats would be let to half the tenants on a form of agreement 
embodying the first principle, and to the other half on one embody- 
ing the second principle. Yet these trifling differences make all 
the difference whether or not a tenancy is protected by the statute. 
If the rent includes a payment for such small services, they are 
excluded from the statutory protection; if there is a separate 
covenant securing the same payment for the identically same 
service, they are given the benefit of the statutory protection. 
The leading cases recently decided upon this important matter 
are discussed elsewhere: it is enough to say here that the 
distinctions they create are generally felt to be indefensible and 
to have created an intolerable situation for dwellers in so-called 
“ service flats.” 


The second question relates to an anomaly which has become 
quite gross. The statutory tenant pays a low rental fixed by statute 
and only to be exacted by a landlord who goes to the expense of 
putting the house in repair; so that, more often than not, the 
tenant of a good-sized house within the rental limit of the Act 
escapes any statutory increase at all. But such tenants proceed 
to reap a rich harvest in four different ways: they may start a 
boarding.or an apartment house and exact from lodgers much higher 
rentals than those prevailing in pre-war times; in fact, such “apart- 
ment houses ” are becoming a profitable investment. Secondly, 
they maylet “furnished” flatsat rentals three or four times, at least, 
those obtainable before the war. It is true that there isa statutory 
limit to the profit which can be made on “ furnished lettings,” 
but it is in practice so difficult to assess that the law is here a 
dead letter. Again, they sub-let the premises in isolated 
unfurnished rooms to individual tenants, at exorbitant rentals. 
True, the latter can ask for “ apportionment ”’ and are now 
beginning to discover this; but “ apportionment” by county 
court judges is as arbitrary as the “ length of the Chancellor’s 
foot ” was in the early days of Equity. Lastly, by one device 
or another, tenants can usually exact a high premium, in substance 
when not so called in name, from assignees to whom they sell 
their tenancy. And in many cases, by driving a hard bargain 
with the landlord, they can exact substantial sums from him 
as a condition of giving him “‘ vacant possession.”’ It is generally 
felt that the statutory tenant’s right to exploit the premises has 
been carried much too far, and that, where he does so, the owner 
should be entitled to claim a higher rental than the one permitted 
by the Act. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. 


The third problem, that of defining better than at present the. 


claims of landlords who should be specially considered on the grant 
of an ejectment order, is one of great practical difficulty. But 
one point is clear. The owner who finds that his 1915 tenant 
has gone out of possession altogether, having parted with his pro- 
perty to an assignee, or sub-let it all to a group of sub-tenants, 
or put in a manager to run it for him as a boarding-house—such 
an owner ought not to be compelled to bring himself within some 
one of the cases enumerated by s. 5 of the statute as condition 
precedent to the power of the court to make an order for possession. 
In all such cases the simple rule should be adopted that the 
landlord should be entitled to an order for possession on mere 
proof that the tenant has gone out of actual personal occupation, 
subject to the grant of relief to the latter if he can show some 
special ground of hardship. Indeed, the question arises whether, 
when an order for possession is claimed, the burden of proving 
special grounds of “ hardship” ought not always to be imposed 
on the tenant. Probably, however, in the case of occupying 
tenants, most practitioners would consider the present system 
of imposing the burden of proof on the owner, as on the whole 
the fairest, but in the case of the non-occupying tenant, as defined 
above, no such considerations seem to apply. And the tenant 
who has two or more houses, one as a residence and one as a 
week-end or holiday cottage (usually let at a profit when not used) 
is surely in the same category. 


(To be continue d.) 


\ 
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Settlements to Avoid Income Tax 
and Super-tax. 


Ir is well known that attempts to lessen the burden of income 
tax and super-tax by splitting up of the family income have 
become very common. ‘They were fully discussed in the evidence 
given before the Income Tax Commission, and the Inland Revenue 
witnesses stated to what extent under the then existing law they 
were recognised as effectual, and how in fairness to the Revenue 
they ought to be restricted. Arrangements of this nature have 
usually taken the form of (1) settlements of capital, whereby 
the income of the settled funds ceases to be the income of the 
settlor and becomes the income of some other member of the 
family, whether infant or adult ; (2) assignment of the income 
of funds, or of a sum charged on the income, for a limited time ; 
and (3) the grant of an annuity payable generally out of the income 
of the grantor; and in each case the settlement_or grant may 
be revocable or irrevocable. The validity of each method 
has been admitted by the Inland Revenue, but it has been 
objected that a revocable settlement or grant ought in no case to 
be treated as alienating the income of the settlor or grantor for 
the purpose of tax; and that an irrevocable settlement or grant 
in favour of infant children of the settlor or grantor should be 
ineffective to avoid tax during the infancy : Minutes of Evidence, 
Vol. IV, 13,443 ; 14,408-420. These views found favour with the 
Commission, and they are the foundation of the changes as 
regards such arrangements which are introduced by s. 20 of the 
Finance Act, 1922. 

The section is not altogether easy to understand and we do 
not propose here to attempt any exhaustive exposition of it. 
But it is important to realize what arrangements of the above 
nature are now declared by statute to be ineffectual. The 
first class of dispositions struck at are revocable dispositions. 
Thus any income— 

“‘(a) of which any person is able, or has, at any time since 5th April, 
1922, been able, without the consent of any other person, by mean§ 
of the exercise of any power of appointment, power of revocation oT 
otherwise howsoever by virtue or in consequence of a disposition made 
directly or indirectly by himself, to obtain for himself the beneficial 
enjoyment ’”’ 
is to be deemed for the purposes of income tax and super-tax 
to be the income of the person who is able to obtain the beneficial 
enjoyment. It will be seen that this is limited to the case where 
the power of revocation is exercisable by the settlor himself. 
Thus, to take the case put by Mr. Dennis HERBERT in Committee 
on the Bill, which led to the insertion of the words “‘ by virtue 
or in consequence of a disposition made directly or indirectly 
by himself,” a legacy may be left in trust to pay the income to 
A’s children, but with a provision that A may determine this 
trust and require the income to be paid to himself—a possible 
though unusual provision. In such a case the section would not 
apply, and the income would not be A’s income for purposes 
of tax until he had called for payment to himself. As to the 
words ‘‘ directly or indirectly,” an easy example of an indirect 
disposition is where A, desiring not to make the settlement 
himself, hands the intended sum to B, who thereupon settles it 
in the required manner. A question arises whether, if there is 
a power of revocation existing on 5th April, 1922, and the settlor 
subsequently releases the power, he can thereby withdraw the 
settlement from the section. In the House of Commons (Hansard, 
13th July, col. 1500) the Solicitor-General gave an assurance 
that this could be done, and thereupon an amendment to leave 
out the reference to 5th April, 1922, was withdrawn. But 
this assurance does not bind the Court, and it is difficult to under- 
stand how the language of the section supports Sir Lestre Scort’s 
view. 

















The next case dealt with by the section is one which does not 


| seem to have been discussed by the Income Tax Commission. 


Any income— 
‘*(b) which by virtue or in consequence of any disposition made, 
directly or indirectly, by any person after Ist May, 1922 (other than a 
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disposition made for valuable and sufficient consideration), is payable 

to or applicable for the benefit of any other person for a period which 

cannot exceed six years”’ 
is, as before, to be deemed the income of the person making the 
disposition. In principle, such a disposition is very similar to 
a revocable disposition. It does not bind the settlor to continue 
his bounty for any substantial period. In Committee the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer admitted that the six years’ term 
was purely arbitrary, but it was adopted as a reasonable period 
sufficient to show a settled intention. 

Lastly, we come to the provision specifically relating to children. 

Section 20 (1) provides that any income— 

‘“*(c) which by virtue or in consequence of any disposition made, 
directly or indirectly, by any person after 5th April, 1914, is payable 
to or applicable for the benefit of a child of that person for some 
period less than the life of the child ’’ 

is to be treated as the income of the person by whom the dis- 
position was made. But this paragraph is subject to several 





exceptions :— 

First, it applies only if and so long as the child is an infant 
and unmarried ; 

Secondly, it does not apply to income derived from capital 
which, at the end of the period during which it is payable 
to or applicable for the benefit of the child, is to belong abso- | 
lutely to the child ; 

Thirdly, it does not apply to income so payable or applicable 
during the whole life of the settlor ; and 

Fourthly, a ‘‘ protected” life interest given to the child 
for life is not to be deemed to be given for a period less than 
its life. 

It will thus be seen that considerable latitude is still left for 
settlements in favour of children which shall be effectual to 
separate the income for purposes of taxation from the income of 
the settlor. To a considerable extent the qualifications were 
introduced in consequence of the criticisms of Mr. Berrerton 
and Mr. Dennis Herbert and other members, and although 
Parliamentary debates cannot be used to assist the judicial 
construction of a statute, yet they are useful for purposes of 
its application in practice, and attention may be directed to the 
reports in Hansard of the proceedings on 20th June and 13th 
July last. 

The effect of the changes is (1) that revocable dispositions | 
are struck out altogether; (2) also dispositions which cannot | 


operate for more than six years; and (3) dispositions in favour 
of a child for less than the life of the child, unless the child is 
to take the capital absolutely, or the restriction is to the life 
of the settlor, are rendered ineffectual while the child is an infant | 
and unmarried. There is consequently no objection to irrevocable | 
settlements in any of the forms above referred to in favour of | 
an adult child, provided they are not made for a period which | 
cannot exceed six years. 


Flats With and Without 


“ Attendance.” 


Increase of Rent, &c., Act, 1920. 

Tue difficulty of determining whether a flat is let at a rent 
which includes payments in respect of “ attendance” or not 
within the Increase of Rent &c. Act, 1920, s. 12 (2), has already 
been referred to in these columns, with particular attention 
to the case of Nye v. Davis, which is now reported in 1922, 
2 K.B. 56: see 66 Sox. J. 571. 

Since that case, however, the question has again come up 
for consideration before the Divisional Court in King v. Millen 
(1922, W.N. 263), in which the Court distinguished their previous 
decision. In the case of King v. Millen a landlord had let to | 











a tenant six rooms “ together with the use of (jointly with other | 
tenants of the premises) the main entrance door, hall and stair- 
case of the premises,” and agreed to keep the “ hall and staircase | 
properly cleaned.” | 


> 


Whether these services amounted to ‘ attendance” was left 
undecided by Nye v. Davis, for although there was a similar 
covenant by the landlord in that case, the Court refrained from 
determining the question, being of opinion that the carrying 
up of coals and the clearing of refuse were sufficient to enable 
them to hold that the flat was let at a rent which included 
payments in respect of “ attendance.” 

In King v. Millen the Court said that the premises were not 
so let, because the hall and staircase were -not demised to the 
tenant, and “ nothing in the nature of personal service was 
rendered to the tenant in the flat such as there was in Nye v. 


| D. c. 


There is a further point of some complication to be considered 
before one can pronounce that any given flat is or is not “ let 
at a rent which includes payments in respect of attendance,” 
and that is, “‘ What exactly is meant by rent ? ” 

That question has been before the Courts for consideration upon 
severaloccasions. Inthe case of Wood v. Wallace (65 Sou. J. 135), 
Rocue, J. decided that if a flat is let at a rent of say 
£100 per annum and an additional sum is reserved for attendance, 
the flat is not let at a rent which includes payments in respect 
of attendance, and it has since been decided in Hocker v. Solomon 
(91 L.J. Ch. 8) that that is so even though the additional sum 
is expressed to be “ payable with and recoverable as rent.” 

On the other hand, where a tenant had agreed to pay £18 
a year with “ an additional rent of two shillings a week as the 
tenants’ contribution towards the expenses of the housekeeper 
for cleaning the premises, such additional rent to be recovered 
by distress,” it was held that, for the purpose of increasing the 
rent, the landlord was entitled to take the standard rent at a 
sum which included that two shillings a week increase; L. H. 
Woods & Co. Lid. v. City & West End Properties Ltd. (38 T.L.R. 98). 

So too, Rocue, J. in deciding Wood v. Wallace, distinguished 
it froma previous case of Douglas v. Beeching which was unreported, 
and in which he had held that the rent did include payments 
for attendance upon the ground that, in that case, the payments 
for service were stipulated to be rent. 

An attempt to reconcile these various cases leads one to 
the consideration of the question, ‘‘ what is meant by the word 
‘rent’ in the Increase of Rent &c. Act, 1920?” The learned 
judge sums up the situation in Wood v. Wallace as reported 
at p. 136. He says “ there is no definition of ‘ rent’ in the 
Act. During the argument cases and passages from text-books 
were cited as to the meaning of the word ‘ rent’ at common 
law and under other statutes. According to the views of some 
writers, ‘payments for such matters as attendance cannot properly 
be described as rent or forming part of rent ; but the correctness 
or incorrectness of these views, in my judgment, is not a topic 
decisive, or even relevant to the present case. Proviso (1) of 
s. 12 (2) of the Act now under consideration clearly shows that 
payments for attendance may form part of or be included in a 
rent within the meaning and purview of this Act.” 

It does not seem practicable to suppose that “ rent” in 
s. 12 (1) (a) which defines standard rent means one thing, and 
“ rent” ins. 12 (2) (i) means another, and one seeks to distinguish, 
therefore, Hocker v. Solomon from L. H. Woods & Co. Ltd. v. 
City & West End Properties Lid. 

A possible, though perhaps somewhat pedantic explanation 
is offered if one goes back to the earlier case of The Westminster and 
General Properties Co. Lid. v. Simmons (1919, W.N. 241). In that 
case the defendant was a tenant of the plaintiffs’ flat at a rent of 
£80 per annum in 1914, since raised to £85. The landlords 
paid the rates, which amounted to £18, and the Court was asked 
to deduct that £18 and say that the standard rent was £62 per 
annum. Bray, J., refused to do this and said at p. 242, “ the 
lease set out the rent at £80 a year. That is primd facie the 


rent. The fact that the lessor undertakes the burden of paying - 
the rates does not give any right to the tenant to a deduction 
from the rent in order to ascertain the standard rent.” 

Applying that principle literally, the additional sum payable 
for attendance was called rent in the agreement in L. H. Woods 
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and Co. Ltd. v. City & West End Properties Ltd., but in Hocker v. 
Solomon it was only declared to be “‘ payable with and recoverable 
as rent.” The distinction must be admitted to be fine, but it 
exists. 

The decision of Bray, J., above referred to was considered 
and approved by the Court of Appeal in Isaacs v. Titlebaum 
(64 Sou. J.223); and in Mackworth v. Hellard (1921, 2 K.B. 755), 
when that Court was asked to interpret the words “ rent 
payable” in s. 12 (7), Lord SterNnpDALE, M.R., said at p. 758 :— 
“T think there is good ground for thinking that they” (the 
framers of the Act) “ started with the idea that ‘ rent,’ unless 
there was something to alter its meaning, meant rent as ordinarily 
understood.” 

There is also an Irish case of Lawrie v. Woods (1920, 2 Ir. R. 
106) in which the Irish Courts have held that the rent expressed 
in the lease must be taken as the rent, although the landlord 
has undertaken the obligation of paying the rates for which the 
tenant would otherwise be liable. 

ARCHIBALD SAFFORD. 








A Great Pathological Crime. 
The “‘ Brides in the Bath” Murder. 


THE latest volume* in that admirable series, the ‘‘ Notable 
British Trials,’’ deals with the strange crime known to the public 
as the ‘‘ Brides in the Bath ’’ murder, for which George Joseph 
Smith was tried at the Old Bailey in June, 1915, convicted, and 
in due course of law executed. The features of the case are 
somewhat sordid, but so are those of most heinous crimes; the 
defendants tc such indictments do not usually come from the 
refined or the cultured classes of society. The facts, however, 
although sordid, were very remarkable, and some problems of 
great difficulty were raised, both as to the law of evidence and as 
to the medical aspects of certain forms of death. The character 
of the accused, too, was a problem in the psychology of sex, or 
‘rather its pathology—one of those problems once deemed an 
insoluble enigma, but now rendered largely intelligible by the 
key afforded in the work of Sigmund Frend and the psycho- 
analysts. Mr. Watson has spared no pains, not merely to present 
the reader with an accurate report of the facts in this notorious 
trial, but also with a careful narrative of events and an acute 
analysis of the scientific considerations involved. His work is 
well done, and the publishers have assisted him by the generosity 
with which they have permitted the addition of costly illustra- 
tions and photographs, which greatly assist the easy perusal of the 
case. Just one criticism. We feel that Mr. Watson takes upon 
himself an invidious and a somewhat ungracious task when he 
goes out of his way, as he does in this and in some other volumes 
of this excellent series edited by him, to introduce, embellish and 
conclude his lucid narrative with rhetorical condemnations and 
denunciations of the worthlessness of the criminal. When a 
man has paid the supreme penalty of the law he should be left 
to divine mercy and human charity. This, however, is a very 
minor matter in a very thorough and interesting piece of literary 
work, such as Mr. Watson’s book unquestionably deserves to be 
considered. 

In our present note we propose to state briefly the leading facts 
in the execution of the crime, and then to discuss—largely with 
the assistance of Mr. Watson’s careful analysis—the three 
interesting problems of larger human interest mentioned above, 
namely, the point of pure law (i.e., the admissibility of evidence 
of previous alleged murders to prove ‘‘ system ”’), the question 
of medical jurisprudence in dispute between the experts, namely, 
the physical possibility of drowning an adult in, normal health 
without a struggle which would show marks on the body, and, 
lastly, the sex-psychology of the accused in the cases of such crimes. 
For Mr. Watson rather suggests, without quite saying it, that 
something more than mere greed of gain dictated Smith’s murders, 
and that some trace of ‘‘ erotomania”’ was also present. No 
doubt similar considerations apply to the recent French case of 
Landru, which involved many very similar questions of even 
greater difficulty, although in Landru’s case one feature present 
in the “‘ Baths’ case was absent ; there the bodies of the victims 
were never discovered. On all three of the issues raised, Smith’s 
case is remarkably instructive. On the point of evidence, 
indeed, it created a leading case. 

George Joseph Smith was born in Bethnal Green in 1872, and 
was the’son of an insurance agent. Early in life, at the tender 





* Trial of George Joseph Smith. Notable British Trials Series. Edited by Eric R. 
Watson, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. William Hodge & Son. 10s. 6d. net. 











age of nine, he was sent to a reformatory for some trivial offence, 
and to this may probably be attributed his downfall in life. 
Seven of the most impressionablé years of his life, from nine to 
sixteen, were spent in this reformatory at Gravesend. The 
association with older boys of criminal tendencies and the savage 
discipline formerly prevalent in such institutions, then deemed 
necessary but now largely mitigated, would almost certainly 
plant in his mind the hardened seeds of egotism, brutality, and 
deep anti-social bitterness. Society, here, as so often is the case, 
by its own short-sighted moral vindictiveness to the wrongdoer, 
doubtless did much to create the unhappy wretch who afterwards 
repaid its harshness by the commission of unfeeling crimes. For 
some years after his release Smith seems to have been a petty 
youthful criminal, getting into and out of gaol for small offences. 
Then he entered the army and served three years in the 
Northamptonshire Regiment ; this seems to have obliterated his 
criminal record as a minor thief and to have enabled him, on 
leaving service, to commence life over again as a dealer in 
antiques. This occupation he continued in various forms through- 
out his life in several parts of the country, usually Bristol and 
London. Mr. Watson seems to assume that this was not a genuine 
business but merely the blind for a selfish life in which Smith 
preyed on women by means of heartless frauds: but there seems 
no real ground for doubting that Smith did business in his 
antiques whenever he could. At any rate, he seems to have 
abandoned his earlier career of housebreaking and larceny, with 
the exception of one episode following his first marriage, in which 
he was sent to prison on a charge of receiving stolen goods. The 
principal evidence against him, however, was that of his first— 
his only lawful—wife, who had separated from him, and who 
seems to have had occasion to hate him. In view of Smith’s 
bad record, he would naturally be found guilty if accused of such 
an offence, so that this episode in his career must always remain 
a matter of doubt to fair-minded people who refuse to assume 
that a juvenile criminal can never reform. 

Be that as it may, Smith’s first marriage was a failure and 
seems to have permanently soured and turned to misogyny 
whatever human sympathy his earlier experiences of reforma- 
tory and prison had left in him. Thereafter he becomes the 
habitual practitioner of a remarkable type of fraud. He married 
a second wife, of course not a lawful marriage, with whom he 
remained on good terms until his death; in fact, she gave 
testimony favourable to him at the magisterial inquiry and was 
not called at the trial. He seems to have lived with her, but to 
have been habitually absent for months at a time, alleging that 
he was travelling in the course of his business as a dealer in 
antiques. During these periods of absence he seems to have 
courted, one after another, women with some small savings, 
gone through an illegal ceremony of marriage with them under a 
false name, obtained from them such money as they possessed, 
and then decamped with all the money and all their goods he 
could lay hands on, leaving them penniless. This he did with 
singular success, and probably his impunity made him bolder. 
Finally, he became bold enough to commit, one by one, the three 
murders of which no one really doubts him to have been guilty. 
In 1910 he married a Miss Munfly, who had £2,500 in gilt-edged 
securities. Her property was secured by a settlement with 
restraint on anticipation, which seems to have been of a rather 
unusual kind. Trustees could at any time convert the property 
into an annuity for the wife ; she could not alienate in his favour 
in her lifetime, of course ; but she could leave it to him by will. 
Her relatives opposed the marriage and it became clear that the 
trustees might think it wise to adopt the ‘“ annuity ”’ alternative. 
Smith took the opinion of counsel as to how his wife and he could 
best arrange to endow him with her property notwithstanding 
the settlement. He was advised that the only possible way in 
which his interests could be advanced by his wife was by that 
lady making a will in her husband’s favour. Unfortunately—not 
of course by any fault of the counsel who advised—this seems to 
have given a clear hint to Smith. He got his wife to make a 
will in-his favour. Then he ingeniously contrived to persuade a 
doctor and herself that she suffered from “ fits’ of which she 
had no recollection on recovery. One day she was found drowned 
in her bath, and at the coroner’s inquest the view that she had 
died in a fit was accepted. 

Next year, marrying illegally another lady, Alice Burnham, 
under a new alias in a different part of England, Smith adopted 
anew device. He got the lady to insure her life by an endowment 
policy, just before marriage. Immediately after her marriage 
she also perished in a bath, under similar circumstances and with 
the result that a coroner’s jury returned a similar verdict. Grow- 
ing bold, he attempted this device in 1914 with a Miss Lofty, who 
perished in the same way. This led to suspicion, however. 
The two recent cases of similar coincidences were recollected 
by the police. Enquiries were made by the C.I.D., who gradually 
discovered one by one Smith’s aliases and his numerous victims, 
alive or dead. He was arrested in due course, tried at the Old 
Bailey before Mr. Justice Scrutton, and finally convicted. It 
was a very long trial, about 120 witnesses being called. The 
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risoner did not enter the witness-box, but showed a state of 

»roken nerves in the dock, habitually interrupting the witnesses 
‘with great violence. An appeal on the points of law involved 
was taken, and after a very interesting discussion of the law of 
evidence, was dismissed. That appeal is now a leading case 
on the point involved. 

Smith’s case was one in which probably no human being felt 
any real doubt of his guilt: his career and the coincidence of the 
three endowed brides who all died in their baths are much too 
damning testimony to admit of doubt in normal minds. But 
very many lawyers felt, and still feel, doubts as to whether he 

was properly convicted in law. That dubiety arises in this way. 
It is elementary law that evidence must be “ relevant,’’ and 
that evidence of the previous acts, conduct, or character of a 

erson is not admissible unless in certain exceptional cases. 

he only one of these exceptions here in point is that known as 
the rule as to ‘‘ evidence of similar acts,’’ applied in Regina v. 
Francis (L. R. 20 0.C.R., 131), Regina v. Hall (5 New Zealand 
L.R. 93), Att.-Gen. v. Makin (14 New South Wales R, 19), as well 
as in Smith’s Case, and the recent Armstrong’s Case. This rule 
may be stated thus :— 

First, where a prisoner is accused of an offence and the 
facts are ambiguous, i.e., consistent either with an innocent 
or a guilty explanation, evidence may be led to show, by his 
previous similar acts in similar cases, that the guilty explanation 
is the correct one; 

Secondly, such “‘ weighting ” of the facts on the side of a 
guilty explanation may take one of three forms, either (1) show- 
ing that the prisoner had knowledge of the effect of what 
he was doing, so that he could not have done a hurtful act 
in ignorance of its hurtful effect; or (2) to show that some 
act committed by him was done deliberately, not accidentally ; 
and (3) to show that a series of acts committed by him was 
not a chance combination, but part of a “ system ” of which 
the guiding principle was a criminal intent ; 

Thirdly, that this rule applies not merely where there is an 
ambiguity in some act or series of acts committed by the 
accused, but also when the ambiguity is in some set of circum- 
stances of which he is a vital part. For example, in the present 
case, what was “‘ ambiguous ’’ was not an act on the part 
of Smith but a “ set of circumstances ’’ occurring three times 
in such a way as to amount to an extraordinary coincidence, 
namely, the bigamous marriage, a bride by whose death the 
husband benefited pecuniarily, and the death of such woman 
in a very extraordinary way in her bath. 

The special difficulty of applying this rule in Smith’s case is 
this. The rule appears only to apply when the prosecution has 
shown a primé facie case of guilt against the prisoner, apart 
from the ambiguity; then one may legitimately look at the 
similar cases to form one’s opinion as to whether the conduct 
was guilty or innocent. But here there was no primé facie case 
against Smith apart from the ambiguous event in each case. 
There was no evidence of murder at all against him in any one of 
the cases taken by itself; what made the matter suspicious, 
indeed conclusive, was the occurrence of three such extraordinary 
coincidences. In other words, the evidence of the ‘“ similar 
acts ’’ was the proof of the crime and not a mere rebuttal of a 
possible innocent interpretation of primd facie guilty facts. 
Mr. Watson, we think it right to say, points out this difficulty 
with great clearness, and suggests at length an ingenious detailed 
formula for solving it. 

The second problem in Smith’s case was a medico-legal one. 
There was no evidence of any struggle or strangulation in any of 
the cases, and it was not easy to say by mere examination of the 
dead body how the death occurred. Death by drowning is not 
necessarily due to ‘‘ asphyxia ’’ (choking) at all ; in most cases it 
is due either to “ asthenia’ (heart failure as the result of the 
shock), or to “‘coma”’ (injury to the central nervous system). 
In practice, however, a person forcibly drowned against his will 
by another dies in the first way, as the result of strangulation and 
‘asphyxia.”’ It seemed difficult to believe that a grown woman 
could be drowned forcibly in her bath without a struggle which 
would have been detected at the inquest. The police, however, 
conducted experiments with a lady swimmer which showed that 
no such marks of struggle need appear. 

The pathological problem we can only indicate. At first 
sight, Smith’s crimes seem the mere results of greed—a cold- 
hearted man killing others for money in the most deliberate 
way. But there were in Smith’s relationships with women 
many latent signs of a form of ‘‘ erotomania,’”’ known as “‘ Sadism’’; 
these we cannot discuss here, but Mr. Watson devotes an instruc- 
tive sub-chapter of his introduction to them. Smith had no 
male friends or associates at all. He constantly made female 
no pon nae and he always victimized them. He had artistic 
and poetic tendencies of a decadent type. It may be that he 
selected his peculiar mode of crime, not merely to gain money, 
but also to gratify passion. 





The Redemption of Tithe 
Rent-Charge. 


I.—STATUTORY REDEMPTION OF TITHES. 


During the discussions which led up to the passing of the Tithe 
Act, 1918, it was generally agreed that the only really sound 
solution of the problems presented by the many inconveniences 
associated with tithe rent-charge and the continual agitation on 
the part of tithe owners and tithe payers was tc encourage and 
facilitate its extinction by redemption. The previous legislation 
permitting redemption had not proved effective, and it was 
recognized that “speeding up” was necessary. In 1892 a 
recommendation to this effect had been made by the Royal 
Commission on Tithe Redemption. In 1916 the same policy was 
urged in the Report of the Agricultural Policy Sub-Committee 
of the Reconstruction Committee then appointed (Cd. 9079). In 
1918 this policy was once more pressed on the Government by 
various bodies representing landowners and tithe owners, the 
effect of war—unsettlement of land values having made the incon- 
veniences of the then existing system even more obvious. It 
was with this end in view, therefore, that the Tithe Act of 1915 
was enacted. An admirable summary of the legislative and 
administrative problems will be found in the Annual Report for 
1921 issued by the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries,* to 
which we are largely indebted for the information summarized 
in this article, much of which is reproduced in the ipsissima verba 
of the Report. 

The total amount of tithe rent-charge charged on lands in 
iIngland and Wales by the Tithe Act, 1836, and the amending 
Acts was £4,054,405. Since the commutation the provisions 
contained in the Tithe Acts for the extinguishment of the charge 
by redemption, merger, or other means, have so far been adopted 
as to reduce the total amount charged on the land at the end of 
last year to £3,157,561. There are no available statistics showing 
exactly what portion of this sum was payable to incumbents of 
benefices, but probably the amount was approximately £2,050,000, 
while about £299,000 was owned by the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners, £18,000 belonged to Bishops’ Permanent Estates and 
was collected by the Ecclesiastical Commissioners, £220,000 was 
owned by the Welsh Church Commissioners, and £90,000 by 
capitular bodies such as Deans and Chapters of Cathedrals, the 
balance of £480,561 being owned by various Schools, Colleges, 
Charities and individual lay owners. : 

Under the Tithe Act, 1836, the par value of tithe rent-charge 
as stated in tithe apportionments was ascertained by reference 
to the average prices of wheat, barley and oats for the seven 
years ended Christmas, 1835, viz., 7s. 0}d. per Imperial Bushel 
for wheat, 3s. 114d. for barley and 2s. 9d. for oats. In order 
to preserve the real value of tithe rent-charge and to maintain 
its purchasing power, the sum payable was made to vary from 
year to year in accordance with the average prices of wheat, 
barley and oats for the seven years ending the next preceding 
Christmas as published in the London Gazette in January each 
year. Under s. 1 of the Tithe Act, 1918, however, the sum 
payable in respect of any tithe rent-charge due on or before the 
lst January, 1926, is to be ascertained by the septennial average 
prices published in January, 1918, that is, on the basis of 
£109 3s. 1ld. per cent. After the Ist January, 1926, the sum 
payable will be calculated in accordance wth the average prices 
for the preceding fifteen years instead of for the preceding seven 
years. A considerable increase in the amount may then be 
expected. : i 

During the period which has elapsed since the commutation 
of the tithes under the Tithe Act, 1836, the value of tithe rent- 
charge has undergone considerable fluctuations. In the early 
part of the period the annual variations were on the whole 
favourable to the tithe owner, and in the three years 1874, 1875 
and 1878 the values exceeded £112 per cent. After 1878 there 
was a continuous decrease until 1901 when the value drop 
to £66 10s. 94d. When the late war broke out the value 
risen to £75 16s. 4d. after which it rapidly rose until 1918 when 
it stood at £109 3s. 11d., thus showing an increase of 44 per cent. 
on the pre-war value. Calculated as prescribed by s. 1 of the 
Tithe Act, 1918, the total value of the tithe rent-charge now 
payable in England and Wales is £3,841,054, or £1,042,475 more 
than immediately before the war. On the basis of the terms 
for redemption for 1920, the capital value of this tithe rent- 
charge at the end of 1921 was approximately £59,000,000. 

Prior to the passing of the Tithe Act, 1918, the conditions 
under which tithe rent-charge was redeemable were by no means 
attractive to landowners. The amount payable in —T 
all cases was twenty-five times the original commuted figure, so 
that whether the value of £100 tithe rent-charge stood at 





° poe Re for 1921 of Proceedings under the Tithe, Copyhold, Enclosure, Commos 
and other hee ls Majesty's Stationery Office. 1922, 2s, 9d. net. 
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£66 10s. 9}d., as it did in 1901, or at £109 3s. 11d. as it did in 
1918, the landowner who wanted to redeem would have to pay 
£2,500. Moreover, where the tithe rent-charge exceeded 20s. 
the landowner could not redeem without the tithe owner’s consent, 
and, if such a tithe rent-charge was attached to a benefice, the 
concurrence of the bishop of the diocese and the patron of the 
living was also necessary. In the circumstances it is not sur- 
prising that between the commutation in 1836 and the passing of 
the Tithe Act, 1918, the total amount of tithe rent-charge 
redeemed was only £73,500, or 1.7 per cent. of the total amount 
payable in this country. Moreover, a large proportion of even 
this comparatively small sum was redeemed compulsorily as 
against the landowners concerned and not on the Theulowhene” 
oo . 

merally speaking, the Tithe Act, 1918, dispensed with the 
necessity for any consents by the tithe owner, patron or bishop, 
and provided that the consideration for redemption should be 
fixed by agreement between the landowner and the tithe owner, 
or, in default of such agreement, by the determination of the 
Minister of Agriculture. No agreement is, however, valid :— 

(A) If made by a spiritual person entitled in respect of his 
benefice or cure, except with the consent of Queen Anne’s 
Bounty ; or 

(B) If made by a person (not being a spiritual person so 
entitled) who is not empowered to sell the rent-charge unless 
he obtains the consent of some other person, except with the 
consent of that other person. 

Section 4 (1) of the Act directs that, in default of an agreement 
as to the amount of the consideration for redemption, the Minister, 
on the application of the owner of the rent-charge, or of the 
owner of the land or any part thereof, shall determine what is 
fair compensation for the redemption in accordance with the 
method prescribed in the First Schedule of the Act. This 
Schedule provides that the Minister shail estimate the annual 
sum payable in perpetuity which he considers equal to the variable 
tithe rent-charge which would be payable if there were no redemp- 
tion. This estimated annual sum is called the ‘“ gross annual 
value,’ and the following deductions are directed to be made 
from it in order to. obtain what may conveniently be described 
as the ‘‘ net annual value ”’ :— 

(1) The average annual amounts paid or payable by the 
tithe owner in respect of the rent-charge on account of rates 
and land tax during the three years immediately preceding 
the date of the application to redeem ; and 

(2) Such sum, not exceeding 2} per cent. of the ‘“ gross 
annual value,” as in the opinion of the Minister represents the 
necessary cost of collection of the rent-charge. 

The compensation for redemption is such sum as in the opinion 
of the Minister is sufficient, after payment of the cost of invest- 
ment, to produce, when invested in Government securities, a 
permanent annuity equal to the ‘‘ net annuat value.” 


(To be continued.) 








Res Judicate. 


Secret Profits and Company Promoters. 


(In Re Jubilee Cotton Mills, Lid., 1922, W.N. 266.) 


A very ingenious attempt to make a promoter of a company 
liable to account to it for profits made by unloading its shares 
on the public succeeded before Astbury, J., in Re Jubilee Cotton 
Mills, . (supra), but failed on appeal, the Master of the Rolls 
dissenting, but the majority of the court, Warrington and 
Younger, JJ., agreeing in reversing the judgment of Astbury, J. 
The point was a very interesting one. A company was formed 
to purchase a business. The vendor’s consideration, as is nearly 
always the case, included an allotment of debentures and shares 
in the company ; the consideration was overstated, but without 
the knowledge of the company, in the purchase agreement 
adopted by the memorandum and articles. In consequence, the 
debentures had a'real value, but the shares, representing mere 
watered capital, were practically worthless and could have no 
commercial value. The promoters obtained from the vendor a 
proportion of the debentures and shares allotted to him ; they 
unloaded the latter on the public in the usual way by offering 
them for sale in the stock market. The result was that the 
shareholders paid their money for what were practically worthless 
assets, the shares. The allotment had taken place, irregularly, 
before the filing of a statement in lieu of prospectus under s. 82 
of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908. When the company 
went in due course into compulsory liquidation, the liquidator 
took the view that the profits thus made by the promoters were 
“secret profits,’ made as agents or trustees for the company, 
and must be returned to it for the benefit of all its creditors, 


accordingly, which had the fate mentioned in our opening sen- 
tence. The ground taken by the majority of the court was that, 
owing to the irregularity in making an allotment before filing a 
statement in lieu of prospectus, the allotment was wholly void, 
and that therefore the promoters did not obtain their shares, and 
thereby the moneys for which these were unloaded, as agents or 
trustees for the company. The dissenting view taken by the 
Master of the Rolls was that, since the company had de facto, 
although not de jure, placed the promoters in possession of the 
shares by allotment, the latter were estopped from setting up 
the invalidity of that allotment, and therefore were, in the 
circumstances, trustees for the company. This latter view 
certainly seems to have much to commend it, and we suppose the 
case will go higher in view of the division of judicial opinion 
upon it. 


Production of Documents in Extradition Cases. 


(Rex v. Lord Mayor of Cardiff, ex parte Lewis, 1922, W.N. 269.) 


The sort of point which one would d priori have supposed 
must often have arisen, came before the Divisional Court 
for the first time in Rex v. Lord Mayor of Cardiff (supra). A 
rule nisi for prohibition was obtained against the respondent 
magistrate on the ground that he had acted in excess of his 
magisterial authority in ordering a witness to produce certain 
documents in the course of hearing an extradition summons ; 
but on the return of the rule, the court discharged it. The 
facts were these. The magistrate received the customary order 
in writing from the Home Office issued under s. 5 of the Extradi- 
tion Act, 1873, requiring him to take and transmit, in accordance 
with the procedure provided under that statute, certain evidence 
available here relating to a criminal case pending in Italy. 
The offence abroad was concerned with the purchase of certain 
British steamers; the evidence of the broker—who applied 
for the rule nisi—was material to it ; he was therefore summoned 
to attend and “ produce books, plans, papers and documents 
likely to be of material evidence at the hearing of the matter.” 
The broker attended at Cardiff police-court and produced a 
sealed packet containing documents affecting the purchase, but 
objected to open or produce it on the ground that there was no 
power under the Extradition Act to compel a production of 
documents for the purposes of s. 5. The real question was 
whether, in view of the very special character of extradition 
proceedings, they are comprised within the general powers given 
by s. 29 of the Criminal Justice Administration Act, 1914, 
enabling a magistrate to issue a summons and compel the pro- 
duction of documents material to the trial. It was contended 
for the witness that such a general power could not be read into 
a statute of forty years before, conferring limited jurisdiction upon 
justices to deal with the special matter of extradition: Bird 
v. Adcock (1878, 47 L.J. M. C. 123). The case obviously raises 
one of those points in the interpretation of statutes for which 
grounds of interpretation, equally sound in logic, may be found 
to support either view. The court, in fact, held that the general 
power of s. 29 does include*the special jurisdiction claimed 
as arising under the particular Act, and that the magistrate was 
within his power in directing the witness to produce and open 
the sealed packet. 





The Rateability of Unlet Premises. 
(Pointer v. Norwich Assessment Committee, 1922, W.N. 247.) 


It is well settled law that the primary test of the rateable value 
of premises is the rental which a hypothetical tenant, doing 
his own repairs, would give for it. is test, however, is not 
applicable where the building is not of a character which any 
hypothetical tenant could be supposed to rent, e.g., the lines 
of a railway company or the schools of an education authority. 
In such cases other tests have to be found, and the one most 
frequently adopted is what is called ‘‘ contractor’s rent,”” namely 
a certain rate of interest on the cost of construction. In Pointer 
v. Norwich Assessment Committee (supra), the Divisional Court 
and the Court of Appeal agreed in supporting a decision of the 
Norwich Quarter Sessions which adopted a different method of 
assessing the rateable value of a pig butchery premises. There 
was one other instance of the same class of premises in the same 
Union, and the occupier tendered evidence of its assessment 
as a guide to the rateable value of hisown. The rating authority, 
on the other hand, contended that the cost of construction was 
the true test. The Deputy Recorder admitted the evidence 


of “similar premises’? and inspected them for purposes of 
comparison with that of the premises before him; he dis- 
regarded the cost of construction altogether as not applicable 
to a case where more direct evidence of value was available. 
In this view, the Court above agreed with him and affirmed his 
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Reviews. 
Lumley’s Public Health. 


Tae Postic Heatta Acts, Annotated, with Appendices, containing The 
Various Incorporated Statutes and Orders of the Local Government 
Board, etc. First edition, Public Health Act, 1875. By W. G. Lumtey, 
LL.M., Q.C., Counsel to the Local Government Board, and Epmunp 
Lumvey, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Ninth edition, in Two Volumes. By 
ALEXANDER Macmorran, M.A., and Josnua ScHOLEFIELD, Two of His 
Majesty’s Counsel. Vol. I, Butterworth & Co.; Shaw & Sons, Ltd. 
= paper edition, 75s. net per Vol. Thin paper edition, 80s. net per 

Tol. 


Every lawyer knows the value of “‘ Lumley.” The Public Health Acts 
are not by any means confined in their importance to questions specially 
relating to Local Government law. They touch ordinary practice at 
numerous points, and it is essential to have the Acts and the latest decisions 
at hand for reference. We write with a certain amount of gratitude, for 
this new edition recently put us on a decision upon a troublesome point 
as to the liability of adjoining owners for a defective drain which, in the 
absence of judicial enlightenment, would have been very obscure. 

The last edition was published in 1914, and naturally the war interrupted 
the work of revision. When peace came this was taken up, and four years 
is not perhaps an unduly long period to prepare a new edition of a work 
of this magnitude; or, rather, we should say, of the first volume. For 
the publishers have wisely determined that it is more important for 
practitioners to have the Act of 1875, with the amending Acts, and other 
closely related statutes, than to wait for the issue of the complete work. 
Many of the difficulties which have arisen in the application of the Act of 
1875 are well known and numerous decisions have been given upon them. 
One of the most familiar is the distinction between a drain and a sewer, 
which depends on the application of the definition in s. 4; and also the 
circumstances of user, which bring particular modes of disposing of sewage 
or water under those terms. An interesting example is to be found in 
Holland v. Lazarus (66 L.J., Q.B. 285), and Siller v. Fulham Borough Council 
(1903, 1 K.B. 829), which turned upon the means of disposal of rain water. 
Another point of recurring difficulty is the respective liabilities of landlord 
and tenant for charges incurred under the Act, and the cases on this subject 
—of which Foulger v. Arding (1902, 1 K.B. 705) is one of the most 
important—are excellently collected and arranged in the notes to s. 104. 
But it is needless for us to attempt any detailed examination of a work 
which is so well known. In the present edition the exposition of the 
statutes is brought up to date by careful revision and the inclusion of recent 
cases, and the arrangement and printing of the volume are such as to make 
it a very helpful, as well as convenient, guide for practitioners. 





Glen’s Law of Public Health. 


Guen’s Law or Pusiic Heattn & Locat GoverNMENT. Fourteenth 
Edition, by the late ALex. Guien, K.C., M.A., LL.M. (Cantab), Bencher 
of the Middle Temple, Ranpotrpn A. Gien, M.A., LL.B. (Cantab), 
Barrister-at-law, and G. W. Bar.ey, Barrister-at-Law. Vol. II, Part ITI. 
Acts relating to Public Health and Local Government Undertakings. 
Part IV, Div. I. The ‘‘Clauses’’ Acts. Sweet & Maxwell Ltd. The 
whole work in two forms (A) in two volumes, £7 10s.; (B) in six handy 
volumes, £8, till publication. 


In order to facilitate the use of a work so comprehensive as the late 
Mr. Glen’s ‘‘ Public Health’’ it has been decided to bind in six handy 
books, and publish separately, the various groups into which the text 
of this edition has been divided. The arrangement of the work is as 
follows :—Part I, Public Health Acts, 1875, 1890 and 1907; Part II, 
Diseases, Food and Drugs, Housing and Town Planning; Part III, Public 
Health Undertakings and the ‘“‘Clauses’’ Acts; Part IV, Miscellaneous 
Acts; Part V, Departmental Orders, etc.; Part VI, Table of Cases, Table 
of Statutes, and Index to the whole work; but this does not coincide with 
the contents of the volumes, for the present volume, which is published 
first, contains Part ITI and a portion of Part IV. In Part ITI are included 
in successive divisions the statutes relating to Gas and Water; Electricity ; 
Tramways and Light Railways; Baths and Wash-houses, Public Libraries, 
&c.; Markets and Fairs; and Commons, Allotments, &c. And of the 
Miscellaneous Statutes in Part IV there are included the ‘‘Clauses’’ 
Acts, namely, the Companies, Lands, and Railways Clauses Acts of 1845, 
the Town Improvement, Cemeteries, and Town Police Clauses Acts of 
1847, and the Town Police Clauses Act, 1889. Altogether over forty 
statutes are included, many of them of great practical importance, and 
are accompanied by a running series of notes. To distinguish these from the 
text of the statutes a novel plan has been adopted, the notes being marked 
by a prominent black line at the side. Presumably this has been considered 
advisable for the saving of space, and having regard to the great mass of 
statute law in the volume, it may have been found essential. In addition 
to the notes so distinguished inthe text, references to cases and also cross- 
references to other parts of the volume, and further incidental observations, 
ar® given in footnotes. Primarily the volume is a collection of statutes 
with such notes as are required for their due understandimg, and the very 
miscellancous nature of Local Government legislation is apparent from the 
foregoing outline. Onsuch a matter as Open Spaces the various statutes are 
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Books of the Week. 


sen a | Law.—Company Liquidation Law and Practice. By GroroE 
Witton Witton, K.C. William Hodge & Co., Ltd. 36s. net. 

Maritime Law.—The Rules of the Road at Sea. Comprising the 
Regulations for Preventing Collisions at Sea, 1910, and Rules in Force 
in Harbours, Rivers, and Inland Waters. With explanatory Notes and 
Observations. By Huserr Stuart Moore and Norman Duncan, M.C., 
Barristers-at-Law. 4th Edition. J. D. Potter, Minories, E.1. 

Contract.—Elements of The Law of Contract. By A. T. Carrer, K.C, 
5th Edition. Sweet & Maxwell, Ltd. 12s. 6d. net. 

Mental Disease.—The Experiences of an Asylum Patient. By Racnen 
Grant-Smira. With an Introduction and Notes by Montaave Lomax, 
M.R.C.S. George Allen & Unwin, Ltd. 5s. net. 








Correspondence. 
Probate Delays. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.] 


Sir,—Adverting to correspondence in The Times from country solicitors 
complaining of Probate delays, may we point out to your readers that a 
succinct reply was given by our Probate Manager in The Times of 
25th September, 1922, as follows :— 

‘With personal experience attending the Principal Registry, with as 
many as forty cases daily, for several years, I may be permitted to state 
that in the usual course, provided the papers are in order, grant is issued 
within a week. In order to obtain a grant the Inland Revenue Affidavit 
should first be filed with the estate duty authorities ; and after duty is 
assessed and paid such affidavit and the probate papers are lodged. It is 
essential to bear in mind that until estate duty has been paid the probate 
authorities cannot deal with the matter.”’ 

Tue Law Agency LIMITED. 
EpMUND JORDAN, 
Managing Director. 


1614-166, Strand, 
London, W.C.2. 
11th Oct. i 








CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
Court of Appeal. 


COOK v. IMPERIAL TOBACCO COMPANY LIMITED. 
No. 2. 29th May, 1922. 


Practice—Poor Prrsons—Action ror Tort 1n High Court—LEave 
To Sug as A Poor Person—Remittat or Action To County Court— 
Ruies or Supreme Court, Order XVI, rr. 12-31—County Courts 
Act, 1919 (9 & 10 Geo, 5, c. 73), s. 2. 

By s. 2 of the County Courts Act, 1919, in any action founded on tort 
commencéd in the High Court, the defendant may, on an affidavit made by 
himself or by any person on his behalf showing that the plaintiff has no visible 
means of paying the costs of the defendant, should a verdict not be found for 
the plaintiff, apply to the court or a judge for an order to transfer the action 
to a county court, and thereupon the court or judge, unless the plaintiff satisfies 
the court or judge that he has such means, may, if the court or judge, having 
regard to all the circumstances of the case, thinks fit so to do, make an order 
that unless the plaintiff, within a time to be limited in the order, gives securits 
for the defendant’s costs to the satisfaction of the court or a judge, the action 
shall be transferred to such county court to be named in the order as the court 
or judge may deem the most convenient to the parties. 

By R.S.C. Order XVI, r. 30, the court or a judge in considering whether 

a person shall be admitted as a poor person under these rules (Order XVI, 

rr. 22-31) shall have regard to such statutory provisions as confer on inferior 

courts concurrent jurisdiction with the High Court and especially to the 

provisions of s. 1 and s, 2 of the County Courts Act, 1919. 

The plaintiff brought an action in the High Court claiming from the 

defendants damages for personal injuries. He obtained an order admitting 

him to sue as a poor person under the Poor Persons Rules, Order XVI, 

rr. 22-31, R.S.C. 

Held, that the action might be transferred to the county court wnder 8. 2 

of the County Courts Act, 1919, notwithstanding that an order had been made 

admitting the plaintiff to sue as a poor person, and notwithstanding that the 
plaintiff had no means to proceed in the county court. 

Perry v. London General Omnibus Company, Limited (1916, 2 K.B. 

335; 60 Sox. J. 566, C.A.) applied. 

Semble, The county court judge has no power to admit a person to sue as 

@ poor person. 


Appeal from an order of Lush, J., at Chambers. 
The plaintiff brought an action for damages for personal injuries, and he 





very conveniently collected and annotated. 





obtained leave to sue as a poor person under R.S.C, Order XVI, rr. 22-31 
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An order was made by the Master in Chambers remitting the action to the in the Superior Court of Common Law,” because it was purely statutory, 
county court. This order was affirmed by Mr. Justice Lush at Chambers. | and to be found in Public General Statutes, I do not think that the same 


The plaintiff appealed. 
Bayxss, L.J.: The argument for the appellant was based mainly upon 


an attempt to distinguish the present case from Perry v. London General | 


Omnibus Company, Limited (60 Sox. J. 566; 1916, 2 K.B. 335), upon the 

und that since the decision of that case s, 2 of the County Courts Act, 
1919 (9 & 10 Geo. 5, c. 73), has been substituted for s. 66 of the County 
Court Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict., c. 43), which was the section in force at the 
time of that decision. No distinction can, in my opinion, be established 
on that ground. It is true that s. 2 of the Act of 1919 omits one of the 
two statutory tests provided for by s. 66 of the Act of 1888, namely, that 
which dealt with the question of whether the applicant had a cause of action 
fit to be prosecuted in the High Court. As a result of this alteration in 
the law a great deal of what was decided in Perry’s Case is no longer 
applicable to the present case. The case, however, stands as a clear 


authority and binding upon this court that a master or a judge when dealing | 


with an application to transfer an action to the county court has a full 
discretion to make the order to transfer even though the applicant may 
already have obtained an order entitling him to sue in forma pauperis in 
the High Court. Perry’s Case must also, I think, be accepted as an authority 
that a master or a judge is entitled to exercise his discretion to transfer an 
action to the county court even where the facts show that the plaintiff 
who has obtained an order to sue in forma pauperis has not the means to 
continue the action in the county court. The old practice with regard 
to suing in forma pauperis was not gone into in Perry’s Case, and I have 
therefore looked into the question to see how the matter stood. It appears 
that the jurisdiction was entirely statutory, the first statute being that of 
2 Henry 7, c. 12, passed in 1495. It required a statute to deprive a 
successful defendant of his costs in an action brought‘against him by a pauper 
plaintiff. Section 2 of 23 Henry 8, c. 15, s. 2, deals with this point. With 
regard to the practice under the statute of Henry 7, a rule was made in 
Hilary Term, 3 and 4 Jac. 2 (1687), in these terms, Ordinatio est quod 
nullus admitted in forma pauperis extra curiam; the rule, with the transla- 
tion, is set out in ‘“‘ Rules and Orders in the Court of King’s Bench from the 
Second of King James I to’Trinity Term the 21 of King George 2, 1747, 
inclusive,’ second edition, published in 1747, and dedicated to Sir William 
Lee, and there is this note to the rule : “‘ But now if a pauper make affidavit 
that he is not worth £5 and annex the same to a petition to the Chief Justice, 
with Counsel’s opinion, he may be admitted out of court.” The old 
practice with regard to actions prosecuted in forma pauperis is very fully 
dealt with in ‘“‘ Hullock on Costs,”’ second edition, published in 1810, pp. 221 
to 229. At p. 22 the author deals with the practice which, apparently, 
laintiff who was nonsuited, or 
who failed in his action, the option of discharging the costs which he was 
under no obligation to pay, or of submitting to be whipped ; and he refers 
to a change of opinion on the point on the part of Chief Justice Holt, who 
refused a motion by Salkeld that a pauper might be whipped for the non- 
payment of costs upon a nonsuit on the ground apparently that there was 
no officer for the purpose and that he had never known it done. The 
learned author concludes the chapter with this statement of the law: 
“A defendant in a civil action, (1) cannot be admitted to defend in forma 


| in that court to allow such proceedings. 


pauperis; because no person can be admitted either to sue or defend as a | 


pauper but under some Act of Parliament, and the statutes of 11 Henry 7, 
and 23 Henry 8, contain no provisions on behalf of defendants, but 
merely enable plaintiffs to sue in that form. And if the ocurts had a 
discretionary power, without the direction of a statute, to admit persons 
in civil suits to proceed in forma pauperis, they would, in effect, possess a 
power of dispensing, in many instances, with the operation of the statutes 
relative to costs.” 


diction. In Chinn v. Bullen (1849, 8 C.B. 447) the point as to the juris- 
diction of a judge of a county court to allow a party to sue before him 
in forma pauperis arose upon a question of costs. The plaintiff, who had 
obtained leave pendente lite to sue in forma pauperis, recovered a verdict 
for £10. Application was made to the court to deprive him of costs on the 
ground that the claim could have been made in the county court. The 
argument for the plaintiff was that the statute of Henry 7 had no applica- 
tion except to the three Superior Courts of Common Law, and that the 
county court had consequently no jurisdiction to entertain a claim in 
forma pauperis. The point made by the plaintiff’s counsel was disposed 
of by Maule, J., (the rest of the court concurring) as follows :—The learned 
judge read s. 78 of the then County Court Act, which deals with the power 
of making rules regulating the practice and procedure in the county court, 
laying special emphasis on the latter part of the section, which ran as 
follows: ‘and in any case not expressly provided for herein, or by the 
said rules, the general principles of practice in the Superior Courts of 
Common Law may be adopted and applied, at the discretion of the judges, 
to actions and proceedings in their several courts.’’ The learned judge, 
after reading the section, said: ‘‘ These latter words, I think, make an end 
of the objection. The judges of the county courts may exercise the same 
discretionary power as to allowing parties to sue in forma pauperis which 
the judges of the Superior Courts exercise.”” For the present purpose 
there is no material difference between the language of the section with 
which Maule, J., was dealing and s. 164 of the Act of 1888, If it was 
necessary to consider whether the decision in Chinn v. Bullen (supra) was 
correct or not, I should hesitate before agreeing with it, and even assuming 
that the practice in the year 1849 in reference to the admission of persons 
to sue in forma pauperis was part of the “General Principles of Practice 


It thus appears clear that the jurisdiction to admit | 
persons to sue in forma pauperis in civil cases was a purely statutory juris- | duty was payable out of a certain settled fund of £150,000 or out of 








can be said of the practice of the High Court of Justice in the same matter 
in the present day. There are not at the present time, as it appears to 
me, either any general principles of practice in the plural or any general 
principle of practice in the singular in the High Court of Justice in relation 
to suing in forma pauperis in that court. On the contrary, what exists 
at the present day in reference to that matter is a particular code of rules 
indicating the procedure to be followed and the right of plaintiff and defend- 
ant respectively in the event of an order being made allowing a plaintiff to 
sue in forma pauperis. 1t seems to me impossible to pick out any particular 
rule or rules and to label it or them as indicating a general principle of 
practice or to say in general that the fact that the High Court recognizes 


| the desirability of allowing persons to sue in forma pauperis is a general 


principle of practice of that court. If, contrary to what I consider to be 
the correct view, the provisions of Order XVI,in reference to poor persons 
constitute a general principle of practice, then s. 164 directs that they may 
be adopted and applied to county court actions and matters. If adopted, 
they must be adopted as a whole; if applied, they must be applied in their 
entirety. It is obvious upon the most cursory examination of the rules, 
that they are, under present circumstances, incapable of being applied in the 
county court. The entire machinery depends upon the existence of 
‘* prescribed officers.’’ There are no such persons in the county court and at 
present no power of appointingthem. Apart from this there is the difficulty 
about the jurisdiction of a county court judge to dispense with the payment 
of fees or to deprive a successful defendant of his costs, without which powers 
it is idle to talk of any effective power to grant leave to sue in forma pauperis. 
Again, it seems absurd to accept the same monetary test for a litigant in 
the county court as for a litigant in the High Court. I am satisfied that 
under our existing system, unless and until rules are made by the proper 
authority recognizing and regulating the taking or defending of proceedings 
by poor persons in forma pauperis inthe county court, there is no jurisdiction 
The appeal must be dismissed. 

Lord Justice Arkin and Lord Justice YouncER delivered judgments 
agreeing that the appeal should be dismissed.—CounsEL : A. Dewar Gibb 
for the Appellant; H. D. Samuels for the Respondents. So icrrors: 
Francis, Miller and Steel ; William Charles Crocker. 


{Reported by T. W. Moraav, Barrister-at-Law.] 


High Court—Chancery Division. 


In re DUKE OF SUTHERLAND; CHAPLIN v. LEVESON-GOWER. 
Sargant, J. 13th July. 

Estate Dury—Serriep Lecacy—IncipencE—‘‘ FREE FROM ALL DEATH 
Dourres’’—Dury tmposep AFTER Deatu oF TESTATOR—SETTLEMENT 
Estate Duty ALLOWANCE witH InrEREST—F Nance Act, 1914 (4 & 5 
Geo. 5, c. 10), s. 14. 

The words ‘‘ gifts bequests and devises’’ do not necessarily cover successive 
interests of individual beneficiaries in a settled legacy. Neither do the words 
** shall be free of all duties,’ used in the same instrument, necessarily denote 
a continuing exoneration of successive interests from duties, and where 
accordingly the other language of the instrument points to a single set of 
operations taking place after the testator’s death, the estate ‘duty on the settled 
legacy is payable out of the legacy itself and not out of residue. 

In re Wedgwood (1921, 1 Ch. 601) applied. 

In re Parker (1917, 117 L.T. 422) distinguished, 

This was a summons raising the following questions: (1) whether estate 


residue, (2) whether the amount of settlement estate duty to be allowed 
ought to be attributed to the £150,000 fund or refunded to the residuary 


| estate, and (3) whether the interest on the settlement estate duty ought 


to be treated as income of the £150,000 fund or as income of the residuary 
estate. The facts were as follows: The testator made his will on the 
28th day of January, 1913, and thereby bequeathed a sum of £150,000 to 
trustees, upon trust for his son for life, and subject thereto, upon trusts 
for his issue as therein mentioned. His residuary personal estate he 
bequeathed to his trustees, upon trust for conversion, but with power to 
postpone the same, and he declared, by clause 43 of his will, ‘‘ that all legacies 
and annuities and all other gifts bequests and devises herein contained 
shall be free from all death duties. And I direct that such death duties 
shall be paid out of my residuary estate.’’ The testator by clause 47 
directed his trustees out of the moneys to arise from the conversion of 
his residuary personal estate to ‘‘ pay my funeral and testamentary expenses 
and debts the legacies and annuities bequeathed by this my will or any 
codicil hereto and the death duties whether payable in respect of my 
estate or any of the legacies or annuities bequeathed free of legacy duty.” 
On the 27th of June, 1913, the testator died and settlement estate duty 
was paid out of residue in respect of the £150,000 fund. On the 28th of 
April, 1921, the testator’s son died, and thereupon estate duty became 
payable on the £150,000 fund, under s. 14 of the Finance Act, 1914, an 
allowance being made under s. 14 (6) for the amount of the settlement 
estate duty with interest thereon. 

SarGant, J., after stating the facts said: On the main question whether 
the estate duty is payable out of the £150,000 fund or out of residue it is 
urged on behalf of those interested in the fund that the words “‘ gifts, 
bequests and devises ’’ in clause 43 are wide enough to cover the successive 
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interests of the individual beneficiaries in the settled legacy of £150,000, 
and further that the words “shall be free from all duties” are capable 
of denoting a continuing exoneration of these successive interests from 
death duties as in the case of In re Parker (supra.) The language being 
ambiguous, however, clause 47 assists in determining the ambiguity. 
This language naturally refers to a single set of operations taking place 
shortly after the testator’s death. That is also the view towards which 
the court would lean. In the case of In re Parker there were special reasons 
for arriving at a different result. It is an exceptional case and In re 
Wedgwood (supra) is a case of greater applicability. I must hold that 
the estate duty must be borne by the £150,000 fund itself. The subsidiary 
questions present no difficulty. The amount already paid for settlement 
estate duty will be allowed against the sum now chargeable against the 
£150,000 fund for estate duty, and the interest will enure for the benefit 
of those who would have received it had the settlement estate duty been 
added to the £150,000 fund. This gives an undue advantage to the estate 
of the first tenant for life, but the words of the statute are express.—COUNSEL: 
Green, K.C. ; MacSwinney ; Harman, Sowicrrors: W. Silverwood Cope, for 
A, M. Macaulay & Co., Golspie, for all parties. 


[Reported by L. M. May, Barrister-at-Law.] 


In re BALCHIN; HAVENHAND v. PERUGIA. Romer, J. 27th July. 


Wu.t—Constrruction—‘‘ ALL MY SHARES AND Wark Bonps’’—War 
Stock— 
A gift of “ All my Shares and War Bonds” does not pass War Stock 
held by the testator. 


By his will dated 25th June, 1918 a testator gave to his infant son 

* All my shares and war bonds which are held by me for his own use 

and benefit absolutely.” Both at the time of making his will and at the 

date of his death the testator was possessed of National War Bonds and 

War Stock, and the question raised by the summons was whether this 
War Stock passed by the gift. 

Romer, J., after stating the facts, said: This gift is a specific gift. The 
ease on behalf of the infant beneficiary has been put in two ways. First 
it has been said that if the certificate for the war stock was examined it 
would be found stated thereon that the amount constituted an “interest 
or share *’ in the stock, and that therefore it is in effect a share in the loan 
to the country, and that consequently the stock passed under the word 
“shares ’’ in the gift. I do not think I can accept that as the meaning 
which the testator attaches to the word “shares,’’ and I do not think 
that bonds would be looked upon by the court assharesin that sense. The 
alternative contention is that, if the back of the certificate is examined, 
it will be found that bonds to bearer may be cbtained in exchange for 
inscribed stock, and that therefore the testator may have intended to 
include war stock in the bequest of ‘* War Bonds,’’ as he could have obtained 
bonds in exchange forit. He had not done so either at the date of his will 
or at the date of his death. I do not think the war stock can be called 
War Bonds, and the latter expression means in this will ‘‘ National War 
Bonds*’ I think. I hold therefore that the war stock does not pass under 
the gift.—Counse.: J. M. Stone; Herbert Clements; L. F. Mumford. 
Sonicrrors: Lee & Pembertons. 


[Reported by L. M. MAY, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Contempt of Court. 


(Continued from page 80.) 
Various CONTEMPTS. 

It may, perhaps, be of interest to Members of this ancient Society—is it 
not within three years of its centenary, and still without a Chaplain ?—to 
enumerate some of the possibly less-known incidents which incur the 
liability of Contempt of Court. 

Fictitious proceedings constitute a very serious Contempt of Court. 
Who of us does not remember the highwaymen’s partnership legendary 
action? But the punishment for the Contempt is, sometimes, overlooked. 
Counsel who signed the pleadings had to pay the costs ; the Solicitors were 
fined £50 each and attached ; and the two Clients were duly hanged. 

A more or less interested observer may have noticed that litigants in 
person are peculiarly immune from the penalties of Contempt of Court. 
Once, when a very learned and able Judge, who is noted for his illuminating 
wit, and who, ‘for a long time had borne during the heat of the day the 
wearisome pertinacious banalities of a litigant in person, suddenly assisted 
the litigant by a lightning stroke of subtle effervescence of wisdom, which 
in the mouths of the mighty instantly becomes wit, he was interrupted by 
the litigant with the query, ‘“‘ May we laugh at your jokes, my Lord ?” 
His Lordship, appreciating that hilarity in Court was Contempt, replied 
in the negative, and the incident closed. 

Interference with Receivers pendente lite, and official liquidators, or 
committees of lunatics’ estates, carries with it liability for Contempt. It 
is to be noticed that Masters in Lunacy have power to commit for Contempt 
in lunacy. One cannot marry a lunatic so found. If he do so he is in 
Contempt ; and so he should be—provided always he knew it beforehands 

An attempt by either party to corrupt or influence a jury is a seriou. 
Contempt. It is called ‘‘ embracery *°—a Contempt which has fallen into 
disuse statin view of the present constitution of juries, there may, possibly, 





Most of us remember the case of the presumptous ae of Yarmouth, 
who, plaintiff in a cause, attempted to insure success by sending a £20 
note to a Lord Chancellor long since deceased. The Mayor added zest 
to the bribe by dispatching it on the first day of the Long Vacation—no 
doubt in the hope that the Chancellor’s holidays might be enhanced. 
The £20 note was solemnly deposited with the Registrar of the Court— 
possibly for safe custody. Upon the re-opening of the Courts the Mayor 
was called upon to show cause why he should not be committed for his 
exceeding Contempt. He appeared as a Mayor should, clothed in a contrite 
spirit, and as it was thought the Mayor’s enforced absence might prejudice 
the public business of the Corporation of Yarmouth, he was not cast into gaol, 
The £20 note was, however, taken away from the Registrar and given to 
the Warden of the Fleet, to be applied for the benefit of poor prisoners 
‘incarcerated for contempt, but who did not happen to be Mayors. 

It is Contempt for an alleged lunatic to wilfully disobey an Order in 
Lunacy requiring him to submit to a medical examination to test his 
sanity. In case of doubt, the situation of the unfortunate respondent 
to the Writ de lunatico inquirendo seems to be a really perfect dilemma. 

To trifle with the Supreme Court by raising a ridiculous or frivolous 
defence to an action is Contempt. There is a reported case of a defendant 
aged 63 raising the plea of infancy. The defendant’s appearance in Court 
was sufficient to prove the Contempt, and he was very justifiably remitted 
to prison. In politics (except during the sway of D.O.R.A.), anyone can 
be ‘‘a child in these matters,” but not so in the High Court of Justice. 

A husband who is ordered by the Divorce Court to give security for his 
wife’s costs is in Contempt if he have the means and he abstains from 
payment. It is a fair presumption that, in the event of new legislation 
for the compulsory endowment of wives, the position will be reversed. 

It is Contempt to publish the notes of private examinations under 
Section 174 of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908, and under Section 25 
of the Bankruptcy Act, 1914. 

A Process Server or other “‘ Writualist’*’ who serves process of the 
Court, if assaulted, has his shield of Contempt, which is aggravated if the 
document be torn up in his presence, though there is no law to prevent the 
party served from expressing his contempt by raging and tearing if the 
Process Server have departed. 

Perjury is Contempt by Act of Parliament—the untruthful witness 
can be committed instanter—though there seems to exist an unwritten 
opinion that immediate committals for perjury are obviously inconvenient 
—possibly resulting from divergent views concerning expert witnesses. 
All persons within the jurisdiction are under liability to be committed 
for Contempt, upon due cause shown, even an infant de jure, but not a 
tender infant nor a bedlamite. 

Certain persons, nevertheless, are privileged from the resulting effects 

of Contempt of Court—Judges of the High Court, Bishops, Ambassadors, 

Soldiers on Active Service, and, where not savouring of criminality, English 

Peers. There is a reported case, however, that there is no privilege of 

Contempt for Peers in Treland. 


Warps or THe Hian Court or CHANCERY. 


The love-sick swain, or other person, who has “eloigned’’ with Ward 
of Court, or even marries her or him without the consent of the Lord Chan- 
cellor, makes speedy acquaintance with the Sergeant-at-Arms of the Court 
of Chancery—and so to gaol. 

May one Ward of Court reported case be referred to? A very far- 
seeing and correctly-minded young man obtained the consent of the Lord 
Chancellof to pay his addresses toa Ward, he on his part undertaking to 
abide by the directions of the Court. This particular Equity Judge did 
not deem it his duty to attend the coming-of-age of his Ward ; and on that 
day the prescient and provident suitor was married to the Ward, having 
first taken care that the young lady should settle the whole of her fortune 
upon him. The Equity Judge committed the young husband. The 
Court of Appeal reversed the Order, being of opinion that the marriage with 
the lady after she came of age was not Contempt. Although not appearing 
in the report, it is presumed Counsel cited In re Wardle deceased; Wardle 
v. Jingle. 

If one is to believe the present trend of outspoken feminine opinion, 
the future practice of the Chancery Court will be to require, as a condition 
precedent to the Lord Chancellor's consent to the wooing of a Ward of 
Court, that the prospective husband do covenant to put all his property 
into his wife’s name. In fact it is expected the next Married Women’s 
Property Act will consist of one clause only, to wit: “‘ No marriage shall 
be celebrated unless and until the exigent husband do transfer to the 
prospective wife the whole of his real and personal estate.” This would 
save a lot of trouble in the Bankruptcy Court, which, however, might 
hereafter have to be transferred from its Chancery home to the Divorce 
Division, where marriages and settlements are alike rectified. 


REFORMING CONTEMPT. 


In ancient days the power of punishing for Contempt was given to the 
Courts to keep“ a blaze of glory round,” and to deter people from attempting 
to render the Courts contemptible in the eyes of the public. 

There is a maxim that the Law sees the wrathful man, but the wrathful 
man does not see the Law—lex videt iratum, iratus legem non videt. 
Recollecting the War’s unbalancing influences, it would seem that Justice 
can best uphold its great traditions rather by dignified tolerance than by 
condign and arbitrary punishment. 

Attempts have been made to legislate on the subject-matter of this 





be a recrudescence, 


paper. In 1883 Lord Selborne introduced “The Contempts of Court 
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Bill.” Again, in 1892, M® Finlay, Q.C., The Hon. Bernard Coleridge, Q.C. 
(as they then were), and other distinguished sponsors introduced “The 
Contempt of Court (Appeal) Bill.’ Yet again, in 1894, a Bill to “* Amend 
the Law of Imprisonment for Contempt” was presented to the House of 
Commons. 

These Bills proceeded no further than the initial stage, possibly because 


it may have been considered that the powers of the Court on Contempt | 


cannot be defined, and to quote a judicial dictum, “‘the powers may be 
extended to new cases as they arise, provided they be within the principle 
of those on which the power has been decided to exist.” 

Contempt of Court, involving an exceptional interference with the 
liberty of the subject—perhaps as a result of Oswald’s text-book—has been 
shorn of its terrors; and, really, Contempt now-a-days is confined to 
flagrant misbehaviour in Court, disobedience to a mandatory or restraining 
order of the Court, interference with the Officers of the Court, and attempting 
to “divert ’’ the course of Justice by newspaper paragraphs. 

Probably, by reason of the converging influence of public opinion, slight 
regard or disregard of the amenities in the face of the Court is not now 
construed into Contempt of Court; hence it was that a young lady in a 
certain Breach of Promise Case nearly committed herself when, asked by 
her Counsel what was her profession, she replied, ‘‘ a young lady in search 
of a husband.”’ This would have been a serious matter before Chief Justice 
Coke, whose views on the sex were exacerbated by domestic stringency. 
The Court was a little shocked. The disattached Plaintiff, however, 
happened to be represented by a very able Counsel, who appeased the 
minds of the Jury by concluding his address with the peroration, “‘ Gentle- 
men, my Client is an Orphan.’’ Counsel for the unattached Defendant 
was a man of large rotundity of body, but his wit was not so obese as to 
let go his opportunity, for within the next second he was on his feet in 
reply, commencing his speech, ‘‘ Gentlemen, I, too, am an Orphan.” 
Result—Jury undetermined. 

NEWSPAPER CONTEMPT. 

Infringement ‘“‘ by publication’’ seems, according to the authorities 

to divide itself into three groups— 
1. Scandalizing the Court. 


2. Abusing the parties. 
3. Prejudicing mankind before the cause is heard. 
To offend against the first and second propositions is, it is submitted, 
incolourable contempt. But with regard to the third proposition, does 
not a veritable bulse of argument arise ? 





| 
| Newspapers are peculiarly susceptible to the amenities of the Contempt 
of “ prejudicing mankind.’ May it be said that it is a sort of general 
opinion that in many “ prejudice ’’ contempt cases newspapers are hardly 
done by. Indeed the present law of Contempt penalising newspapers 
| for comments pendente lite is like a Yiddish journal called ‘‘ Forward,” 
| and read backwards. 
Until after the trial of the Cato Street Conspirators, in 1820, newspapers 
| were not allowed to publish reports of criminal cases, not even after they 
| had terminated ; certainly not during the course of the trial. During the 
| Cato Street proceedings the Propyietor of 7'he Observer was minded it was 
| for the public benefit that the reports of this trial should be published de 
| die in diem. During the course of the proceedings, an intimation was sent 
| to the Proprietor that during the course of the proceedings“ it was necessary 
to the purposes of justice that the public mind or of the jurymen should 
| not be influenced by publication of reports.” 


| The reports, however, continued, and after the trial had concluded the 


Proprietor was fined £500 for Contempt, Lord Chief Justice Abbott expressing 
| the opinion that the mischievous tendency of such publications could not 
| be doubted by any mind. The Proprietor applied for a “ certiorari,” 

and submitted that as it was illegal to shut the Court doors against 

spectators, no real obstruction of justice could result from a publication 

of a true report of the proceedings; it was for the public good that a 
faithful report should be published of transactions which might otherwise 

receive only a garbled account from the mouths of individuals—newspaper 

publication increased the size of a Court of Justice, and conduced to the 
administration of justice. The Judges (there were four) all reiterated 
their opinion that nothing could be urged which would induce them to 
doubt the propriety of the doctrine and its penalty. 
| A very great upheaval of public opinion ensued, which resulted in the 
| enlargement of the liberty of the Press, and thereafter criminal cases were 
| reported as they progressed. 

The ‘indefinite and uncertain’’ law of Contempt is still enforceable 
| against journalists and others who venture to comment on pending Causes, 
| Newspapers were not and are not allowed by the Courts to give other than 
| the most colourless reference to actions at law whilst they are pendente 
| lite ;in fact, it is Contempt of Court to publish the names of parties to 
| writs or refer to any of the elements of Statements of Claim or Defence. 
| A newspaper can only with safety state the bald fact that Smith has taken 
| action against Jones for this, that, or the other benignity or malignity, 
The present day practice of newspapers is to publish the Cause Lists. The 
Courts have not yet decided that the publication of the facts disclosed by 
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in litigation to hazard an ex parte application. 
' * newspaper determination beforehand.” 


intense local interest. It was called the “Chancery ditch case.” 


the Cause Lists is Contempt, although to give the Christian names and 
descriptions of the parties would almost seem enough to enable a speculator 


Three examples are adduced; possibly for the encouragement of 


Years ago there meandered in the Equity Courts a case which excited 
A 
certain government department “in the public interest’’ created an 
impediment against the flow of local sewage—thirty parties “interested ’ 
had made affidavits in favour of the sewage stoppage. An article in a 
Kentish Journal averred “the bearing of false witness against oneself is 
a somewhat novel procedure, we think those who signed these documents 


, 


The late Mr. Justice Cave neatly expressed the more modern opinion : 
** Some of these applications on account of articles in newspapers, supposed 
to be Contempt of Court, have really tended to bring the doctrine itself into 
contempt.” 





CONTRITION. 


To adventure a game of double equations with the doctrine of Contempt 
is a hazardous enterprise, and the trifler who has had the temerity to 
look at old Father Jove through a periscope must, if he desire to avert the 
lightning, be prepared with an apology in the guise of an affidavit, in which 
he should express contrition by a series of words somewhat as follows :— 
“Having regard to the advice since given by learned Counsel and my 


Solicitor it has now become apparent that my intentions and acts have 
will live long ere they outlive the memory of their traitorous folly.” | been open to misconstruction, and have given rise to misunderstandings 
The Chancery Ditch was stirred! The editor was relegated for ten days | which I desire to avoid. I humbly apologise if, contrary to my intention, 
and had to pay £50 before he could get back to work. During the pendency | any acts of mine have constituted a Contempt or are open to any such 
of a libel action a ‘‘ Financial” editor wrote of one of the defamed, “ His | construction. I unreservedly undertake never again,” and so on. 
appearance at the Old Bailey is long overdue.” The editor went free If the unworthy author of this paper be in Contempt, he does not file an 
without any monetary loss excepting the emolument payable to his own | affidavit—there is no time for an office copy; howbeit he invokes 
Solicitor. Another editor, a young man, wrote, “In pointing out the presidential absolution, pleading Pope’s propitiatory couplet :— 
financial weakness of a certain Yorkshire company our contemporary 
has rendered a public service and one which a British jury will not be slow 
to recognise.” 
Owing to the editor's youth, he was allowed to pay the costs and go home. 
Is it not arguable that such applications should be restricted so as to 
prevent all and sundry being at liberty to walk into Court as a matter of 
course and, without previous notice, fire a legal bombshell at the editor 
and other personalia of the alleged offending journal? Could not a new 
procedure be evolved, similar to the practice of obtaining further particulars 
of items alleged in pleadings ? Why should not the aggrieved party, in 
person, er by his Solicitor, serve a notice on the editor succinctly and 
withal temperately setting forth his objections, and requiring that his 
rebuttals and disclaimers should be published in the next issue of the 
newspaper or journal, at the same time giving a formal notice that, in the “5 VS pe 2 , 
event of non-publication of the “ Bill of Objections,” and/or repetition of | PUrPOSe for which it was 80 successfully utilised until the war, viz., as the 
the disfavoured comment, application would be made to commit? If the principal home for International Exhibitions. It will also, doubtless, | wineg 
editor generously complied, then the complaining party should not have | ® tempting proposition for a vast Housing or Town Planning Scheme, 
any right to approach the Court with what, in most cases, are trivialities, | for # Garden City, or for Factory purposes on a large scale, for which the 
and which, under the present doctrine of Contempt, as administered in the innumerable and vast buildings are 80 suitable. Again it gives _ op- 
Courts, are atoned by an editorial apology and payment of costs by the port unity to a wealthy individual to acquire it for the Nation as a Public 
unwittingly peccant newspaper to the sometimes figurehead complainant, Park and Recreation Ground, the area extending as it does to over 100 acres, 
and the great good satisfaction of his advisers qualified in the law. the site being served as it is by five Railway Stations right on its borders, 
The complaining party would still have his rights in damages for and also by trams and “buses one way doors. : 
iiceesiion tf on wieded and for odetenl Detailed and profusely illustrated particulars are now in course of 
- : : ee ra ee : preparation, price 5s.each. These will admit to view the Estate, and also 
It is respectfully submitted that the quasi-criminal jurisdiction in | to the Auction Sale. See advertisement on page 3 of this issue. 
Contempt which is now exercisable against editors, proprietors, printers With reference to the above sale, we are requested by the Board of Trade 
and publishers of newspapers should be materially modified, wherewithal to give publicity to the fact that the Sale will not in any way affect the 
to Peeing os eee —y by be yee manage British Industries Fair which is to be held inthe Exhibition Buildings during 
complainants. Provided the comment be impartial, unmalicious, an 


u the years 1923 and 1924. 
non-partizan, reference to pending causes should be allowed. These ; 
matters are of public interest and litigated in the face of mankind; and 
yet the Controller of Public News—which, say what one likes, is also a 
Tribunal—is not permitted to exercise discretion for the public benefit. 


Dart not on folly an indignant eye ; 
Whoe’er discharg’d artillery on a fly ? 








The White City, Shepherd’s Bush. 


Messrs. Goddard & Smith have been appointed Auctioneers for the sale 
of this world-renowned property, and will hold the Auction at the Exhibition 
on Tuesday, 7th November, 1922. 

The whole property will be offered in its entirety in one lot and presents 
an opportunity which may never recur to Syndicates and Groups of 
Financiers, etc., to acquire a London Estate of this magnitude for the 








en anette —_ 


. ~ Oo 
Why, it may be asked, should the unfortunate proprietor and publisher | Redemption of Tithe Rent Charge 
or printer be penalised for the exercise of the editor's discretion? | b A ; 
y “Annuity. 


Respondeat superior should not apply to journalism. Should the editor | ' 
be held up as a contemnor if, judicially and impartially, he exercise his | 
special jurisdiction when he refers to litigation which may be pending and | __It is generally agreed by both landowners and tithe-owners that the 
which is in the public view ? redemption of tithe rent-charge on reasonable terms is desirable. Red emp- 
Elucidation by newspapers, if properly conducted, conduces to and tion saves the landowner the trouble of verifying the accuracy of the 
assists justice ; and if the mind of a juryman be influenced by a previous demands sent to him half-yearly by the tithe collector and of having to 
knowledge of facts upon which he or she, under the present system of tria] | Te™t the payments for sums which, in many instances, are very small. 
by jury, is suddenly called upon to discriminate and decide, is not the | It also removes a possible cause of complication and delay in sales and other 
effect of that influence a benefit to the parties to the issue, on which the | dispositions of land. ; . ; 
jury has to give its opinion? Do not the Judges read the pleadings, _The chief advantages of redemption to the tithe-owner are that it saves 
depositions and indictment before Trial ? him the cost of collection, which in some parishes is considerable; it 
I would almost seem, trom the influncing "argument, unearyngly | <briates frequent cuss of iering ond Wigton, and extinguishes the 
urged in newspaper Contempt cases, that a British jury is not to be trusted. | tax. and it rd callowes tem of the mnie A tt takin stems tenes teak 
If trial by jury continue to be one of the attributes of Justice, then the | on Glens to obfain a re-agsessmens of the tithe harper eH . urposes 
trust which is imposed in a jury of Englishmen will never be influenced by | of rating and teentiion ” hte wok heen. aloes pn at : aad. 
any other than its desire to do fair and even-handed Justice. Juries are | eine ye eumite) cemen ter the uadiewn tion*of ssihe sent-charas = their 
not children ; they are not influenced any more than His Majesty’s Judges Mee oven ae ae alee sare under the Bettled cook Aiaee »plicable 
by stories, fairywise or otherwise, told in newspapers or on oath. Certainly fi aaah aes — oa to tan ences the Tithe Act 1918 See wiied 
the Court of Appeal thinks so. How rarely is the verdict of a jury set facilities fe oan dentate te padeens by annuity dit tis 
aside _ appeal ? ; Further provisions relating to redemption annuities are contained in 
May it be regarded as “ practical reform’ that newspapers should be | the Tithe Annuities Apportionment Act, 1921, and in the Real Property 
allowed more latitude ? : ; Act which passed into law last Session. Copies of a memorandum explaining 
It is for the benefit of the public that they should be informed of the | these provisions and the procedure for redemption by annuity may be 
bald facts, without expression of opinion of the matters about to be | obtained free of charge and post free on application to the Secretary, 


litigated. » . Ministry of Agriculture, and Fisheries, 4, Whitehall Place, London, 8.W.1. 
In Crimina] Cases newspapers are part of the armoury of the Police Force, ; 


and facts in shape of “hue and cry” that are published reinforce pallid 
Justice in bringing to account undesirable personalities. 





His Honour Judge Benjamin Fossett Lock, of The Toft, Bridlington 
It has been observed by Oswald that punishment for Contempt of Court | Yorks, for some years County Court Judge of Circuit 16 (East Riding and 
is ““ much more consonant with the feelings and necessities of ancient times | parts of the North and West Ridings), who died on 10th August last, 
than those of modern day.” And this especially applies to newspaper | aged 74, intestate, left estate of the gross value of £6,675, with net 
Contempt. personalty £6,007, 
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Obituary. 
Mr. Arthur Cordery. 


A correspondent of T'he Times writes :—The death of Mr. Arthur Cordery, 
of the Equity Bar, was recently briefly announced in 7'he Times. He was 
educated under Temple at Rugby, where he was distinguished alike for his 
athletic and for his intellectual achievements. For his prowess as a football 
half-back and various other performances he divided with another com- 
petitor the honour of winning the cup for the best athlete of his year, 
while on the intellectual side, besides minor school honours, he gained an 
open scholarship at Lincoln College, Oxford, following up this success by 
being placed in the First Class in both Mods and in Greats. 

At the Bar he was best known for his book ‘‘ Cordery on the Law relating 
to Solicitors ’’ and for his work as a reporter, first for the Law Journal and 
afterwards for the Official Law Reports. He was specially fitted for this 
work because he had the gift of seeing at once the central point of a com- 
plicated case—a gift which served him well in his Court work and in con- 
veyancing, in both of which he showed he had an excellent judgment. He 
had many other interests and accomplishments. For his own amusement 
he translated into English verse the whole of the Jon, Medea, and Alcestis 
of Euripedes, while his artistic taste was shown by his collection of 
miniatures, &c., and by a catalogue which he made of all the painted glass 
in the many cathedrals and churches which he visited in France while 
touring on his bicycle. 

Referring to the above, Mr. Edward Purser, of Stevens & Sons, Ltd., 
writes to The Times :—In the obituary notice of the late Mr. Arthur Cordery 
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it was stated that he was a reporter, first for the Law Journaland afterwards | 


for the Official Law Reports. May we inform you that there are not any 
Official Law Reports issued in this country? The dictum of the Master 
of the Rolls, in May, 1887, was :—‘ All reports made by gentlemen of the 
Bar and published on their responsibility are equally regular; there is 
not any superiority in the reports of the Council of Law reporting. Counsel 
are as much entitled to cite the one as the other.” 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Wiuti1AM Jon Lis has been appointed to be Judge of the County 
Courts on Circuit 13 (Sheffield, etc.), in place of His Honour Judge Adshead 
Elliott deceased. Mr. Lias was called at Lincoln’s Inn in 1901 and has 
practised at Liverpool and on the Northern Circuit. 


Mr. THomas Howarp Deienron, Solicitor, of the firm of Timbrell and 
Deighton, 90, Cannon Street, E.C., one of His Majesty’s Lieutenants of 
the City and a Member of the Court of Common Council, has been appointed 
by Mr. Sheriff S. H. M. Killik, J.P., C.C., as his Under-Sheriff for the City 
of London during his year of office, 1922-23. Mr. Deighton was admitted 
in 1887. 


Mr. Josern SHarre has been appointed to be Stipendiary Magistrate | 


for the county borough of West Ham in the place of Mr. John Ratcliffe 
Cousins, who was recently appointed a Metropolitan Police Magistrate. 
Mr. Sharpe was called to the Bar of the Middle Temple in 1886. He has 
practised on the Northern Circuit and at Quarter Sessions in the North-West 
of England. 


Mr. Louis Srvarzt, C.1.E., L.C.S., has been appointed a Puisne Judge | 


of the Allahabad High Court in succession to Sir William Tudball, I.C.S., 
who is retiring from the Bench. Mr. Stuart, who was educated at the 


missioner, joint magistrate, assistant superintendent and judge in the 
Small Cause Court, and District and Sessions Judge. He has been First 
Additional Judicial Commissioner in Oudh since 1914, and officiated as 
Judge in the High Court, Allahabad, in 1916, 1919, and 1921. 





Dissolutions. 


Water Patmer Fouuiacar, Jessop Henry FiuercHer Hunton and 
Carnes Epwarp Hu ron, Solicitors (Fullagar, Hulton, Bailey & Co.), 
25 Wood-street, Bolton, Lancashire. 5th October, 1922, so far as regards 
the said Walter Palmer Fullagar, who has retired from the firm. Jessop 
Henry Fletcher Hulton and Charles Edward Hulton will continue the said 
business under the style or firm of ‘‘ Hulton, Bailey & Co.” 

(Gazette, 10th October. 

Cartes Epwarp Porsecary, Frank Apo.puus Rowe and ALFRED 
Gammon WILKIE, Solicitors (Pothecary, Rowe & Wilkie), Gresham- buildings, 
Basinghall-street, E.C.2. 29th September, 1922. The said Charles Edward 
Pothecary will carry on business under the style or firm of Pothecary 
and Co., at 1, Gresham-buildings, Basinghall-street, E.C.2, and the said 
Alfred Gammon Wilkie will carry on business under the style or firm of 
Rowe & Wilkie at 7, Queen-street, Cheapside, E.C.4. 

[Gazetle, 10th October. 


| 


| © T Bowring & Co ld v Kendall 


Charterhouse and Balliol College, Oxford, has served in the North-West | The South Eastern Ry Co & anr v 


Province and Oudh as assistant magistrate and collector, assistant com- | 


(Vol. 67] 15 
General. 


Commission days for the Autumn Assizes have been fixed on the North- 
Eastern Circuit as follows : Newcastle, lst November (civil and criminal) ; 
Durham, 9th November (criminal only); York, 16th November (criminal 
only); Leeds, 22nd November (civil and criminal). Mr. Justice Swift 
will travel the whole of the Circuit, and will be joined at Leeds by Mr. 
Justice Greer. 





VALUATIONS FOR INSURANCE.—It ts very essential that all Policy Holders should 
have a detailed valuation of their effects. Property is generall inadequatel 
insured, and in case of loss insurers suffer accordingly. DE ENHAM STORR & SONS 
(LIMITED), 26, King Street, Covent Garden, W.C.2, the well-known chattel valuers and 
auctioneers (established over 100 years), have a staff of ex Valuers, and will be glad 
to advise those desiring for any . Jewels, plate, furs, furniture 
works of art, bric-A-brac a speciality. [ADVT. 








Court Papers. 
Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota OF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 
ustice 


Date. EMERGENCY APPEAL COURT Mr. J Mr. Justice 
Rota. No. 1. Evs. ROMER. 
Monday Oct. 16 Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Garrett Mr. Synge Mr. Garrett 
esday ...... 17 Bloxam Synge Garrett Synge 
Wednesday 18 More Hicks Beach Synge Garrett 
Thursday ..... 19 Jolly Bloxam Garrett Synge 
Friday ....... Garrett More . Synge Garrett 
Saturday ..... 2 Synge Jolly Garrett Synge 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
SARGANT. RUSSELL. ASTBURY. P. O. LAWRENCE, 
Monday Oct. 16 Mr. Hicks Beach Mr. Bloxam Mr. More Mr. Jolly 
Tuesday ..... 17 Bloxam Hicks Beach Jolly More 
Wednesday 18 Hicks Beach Bloxam More Jolly 
Thursday ..... 19 Bloxam Hicks Beach Jolly More 
Co Pree 20 Hicks Beach Bloxam More Jolly 
Saturday ..... 21 Bloxam Hicks Beach Jolly More 





COURT OF APPEAL. 
MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1922. 


The "Appeals or other business proposed to be taken will, from time to 
time, be announced in the Daily Cause List, 


FROM THE CHANCERY | In re The Hon R A Fellows, N ¥F 
| 


DIVISION. O’Brien, H H Gordon and F E O 
7 : Tootal (carrying on business in 
ee ta co-partnership as Ellis & Co) and 


In re Gerard Lee Bevan (pro- 
ceedings consolidated by order 
dated March 10, 1922) (expte E C 
Pegler, the Trustee v A S de 
Pinna), No. 253 of 1922 and 
No, 286 of 1922 


FROM THE PROBATE AND 
DIVORCE DIVISION. 


(Final and New Trial List.) 
1922. 


In re J RC Miller, dec McDowall v 
Stracey part heard May 26— 
restored to list July 13 

British American Tobacco Co ld v | 
Fear Colebrook & Co Id 

In re Yates, dec Singleton v Povah | 
and ors (s.o. generally June 21) | 

In re William Crowther, 
Crowther v Crowther 

Cochrane v Cochrane & ors 

In re Herrschel & Stern, enemies, &c 


dec 


In re Trading with the Enemy Divorce Armistead, T H v 
Amendment Act, 1914 Armistead, A M 
In re E B Brown, dec Turnbull v | Probate In re Beech, dec Beech v 
Public Trustee 


Turnbull & ors 


Palmer v Lovett FROM THE COUNTY PALATINE 


COURT OF LANCASTER. 
(Final List.) 
1922. 
Ward Bros (Blackburn) Id v Moore 
& Avory (Blackburn) Id 
In re L Renshaw, dec Renshaw v 


Warr 
Companies (Winding Up) In re 
Farrow’s Bank In re Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908 
Ravenhill v Ravenhill 


John Bright & Bros Id v John Renshaw ; 
Bright (Outfitters) ld In re John Corcoran, dee Wilson v 
Elmes v Stone Fletcher 
In re Jane Parson, dec Treleaven v | Gamble v Wright 
Stocker (Interlocutory List.) 
FROM THE CHANCERY Hargreaves v Pickthall 
DIVISION. FROM THE CHANCERY AND 


PROBATE AND DIVORCE 
. DIVISIONS. 


(In Bankruptcy.) 
1922. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
1922 


In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No. 663 of 
1922 

In re a Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No. 33 of 1922 

In re a Debtor (expte The Debter v | 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No. 998 of 1922 


Divorce Moser, R O v Moser, 
MAL & Robert (s.0. June 1) 

Divorce Legge, R F v Legge, RE & 
W Landolf restored July 24 

In re Bennet Burleigh, dec May v 
Burleigh 

Cory v Cory & ors 

Judgment Reserved. 
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FROM THE KING’S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 

Heard before Bankes, Scrutton & 
Atkin, L.JJ. 

Russian Commercial and Industrial 
Bank v Le Comptoir d’escompte 
de Mulhouse & anr (c.a.v. June 
27) (s.o. July 26) 


FROM THE KING'S BENCH 
DIVISION. 
(Final and New Trial List.) 
1921. 

Nitrate Producers Co v Short Bros Id 
(s.o, until after decision in House 
of Lords, May 30) 

Attorney-Gen v Bottomley 

Attorney-Gen v Bottomely 

Same v Same 

Revenue Nevill v H M Commrs of 
Inland Revenue 

Revenue Nevill & ors v Same 

Revenue Bourne & Hollingsworth v 
Commrs of Inland Revenue 


1922. 

In re a Petn of Right Attorney-Gen 
v Elders & Fyffes Id (s.0. pending 
decisior in House of Lords) 

In re a Petn of Right of the Atlantic 
Transport Co Id Attorney-Gen v 
The Company (s.0. pending 
decision in House of Lords) 

Revenue Attorney-Gen v Burns 

Revenue Weiss Biheller & Brooke ld 
v Richard Farmer Surveyor of 
Taxes (restored to list March 13) 

White v Beaumont (s.o. to Hilary 
1923) 

Hesketh v Birmingham Corpn 

Davis v International Motors Id 

Van der Gugten v Joel 

Frankenburg v The Hillman Motor 
Car Co Id 

Sterns v Vickers Id 

Thornett & Fehr v Manufacturers 
Accessories Co Id 

British American Continental Bank 
Id (in liquidation) v Bell Bros & 
anr 

McArthur v The Byron Steamship 
Co Id 

Bettles v Baron 

Neil v Baron 

Hurst v Tarsh 

Wilson v Shell-Mex Id. 

Dickinson v New British Calculators 
(N D Grundy, Clmt) 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Huckell (Tenant) v Sainty 

Greenway Gibson & Co v Gaunt 

H E C Robinson & Co ld v British 
Anzani Engine Co ld 

Race & Hugill v Baker & ors 

Folkes v King 

Sutor v Harrisons & Crosfield Id 

Sheldrick v The South African 
Breweries ld 

White v Bosanquet 

Walton v Olive & Partington Id 

Aktieselskabet fur Kemisk Industri 
v Robert Park & Co Id (Sterns Id 
and Seligman Bros 3rd parties) 

Same v Same 

The Fram Manufacturing Co ld & 
J H Davis v Eric Morton & Co 

The Westminster Electric Supply 
Corpn Id v The Wykeham 
Studios ld 

Porritts & Spencer Id v Sanders, 
Rehders & Co Id 

Royal Commission on Wheat 
Supplies v Bulloch Bros & Co ld 

Havine v The Nat Prov & Union 
Bank of England Id 

La Compania Martiartu v Royal 
Exchange Assce Corpn 

Canham v Walker 





Kidd v Hathaway 
Seaver v Gale 
Henry Scholey ld v Day 


P Samuel & Co ld v The Motor | 


Union Insce Co ld & anr 
The Graham Joint Stock Shipping 


Co ld v The Merchants Marine | 


Insce Co Id 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 
Tidball (Clmt) v Marshall 

Paterson, Zochonis & Co Id v Elder 
Dempster & Co Id & ors 

Same v Same 

Embleton v Abram & Smith 

Abram & Smith v Embleton 

Samuel Montague & Co v Banco de 
Portugal 

Banner v The Field Press Id 

Sturtevant Engineering Co Id v 
The Egyptian Phosphate Co ld 

Aykroyd v Embleton 

Haworth v Same 

Firth v Same 

Todd v Same 

Herd v London County Council 

Stirling v John 

Jenkin v Assheton 

Rex v Special Commrs of Income 
Tax 

Great Western Ry Co v John Laing 
& Son Id 

Rex on the prosecution of the 
Owners of the Pearson (Kings- 
land) Estate v Inspector of Taxes 

Rex v The Inspector of Taxes for 
the Parish of Kingsland 

Farmers Co-op ld v The National 
Benefit Assce Co ld & ors 

Blake v Castle 

Clear & Co Id (Sellers) v Bloch 

Same v Same 

Jose Luis de Ansoleaga y Compania 
limitada v The Indemnity Mutual 
Marine Insce Co Id 

Alleoat v Foods & Fertilizers Id 

In re Arbitration Act, 1889 

Skibsaktieselskabet Staal Beton v 
Delf Zyl Steamship Co 

In re Arbitration Act 

Lewenstein v Yager 

Gaul v Earl Spencer and ors 

Bruner v Shaw 

Hearne v Thompson 

Gaunt v Polikoff 

In re Agricultural Holdings Acts 

Russell (tenant) v Hardin 


g | 
Venesta Id v The Walford Lines ld | 


and ors 


London Joint City & Midland Bank 


Id v Jackson 

William Chapman & Co v Ryness 

Reynolds v Edmondson & Goodwin 

Moore & ors v Lunn 

Hargreaves v Prestwick UDC 

K Szymanowski & Co v Ernest Beck 
& Co Id 

Leaf v Read 

O’Rourke v Hall Brothers Steam- 
ship Co ld 

In re Arbitration Act, 1889 

Sterns ld (Charterers) v Salterns Id 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act 
1920 

Berkeley (Clmt) v Worcestershire 
Agricultural Committee 

Freeman v Slade 

The Niger Co Id (of London) (sellers) 


v Societa Anonima Spremitura | 


Oli Vegetali (of Milan, Italy) 
Revenue, Baker & anr v Commrs 
of Inland Revenue 
Lindvig v Furness, Withy & Co 
Kerman v Martin & anr 
Schaffer v Same 
Dominion Coal Co, ld 
Curzon Steamship Co Id 
Stuteley v Moore 
La Fabrique d’Automobile Berna 
Societe Anonyme v Grimwade 


v Lord 


Revenue Morden, Rigg & Co v 
Monk (Surveyor of Taxes) 

| Revenue Attorney-Gen v Aston 

Holt & Co v Markham 

In re Agricultural Holdings Act 

Pritchard v Jones 

James Aitken & Co (Faikirk) ld 
v Thomas 

Anglin v Macketh Evans Glass Co 

Beadling v Gill 

Beadling & Walker v Same 

Walker v Same 

Michalos v British and Foreign 
Marine Insce Co ld 

| Coulouras v Same 

Heilbut, Symons & Co Id v Harvey, 
Christie, Miller and Co 

Commission Internationale de 
Ravitaillement v Houlder Bros & 
Co Id 

Lewis v David Duncan & Co Id 

Serck Radiators ld v Motor Radia- 
tors Id 

Nisbet & Auld Id v William Denby 
& Sons 

Boardman v The King 

In the Indemnity Act, 1920. 
1922. 

Sharp v Secretary of State for War 

The Moss Steamship Co Id v Board 
of Trade 

Pickles & Rae v Secretary of State 
for War 

FROM THE PROBATE DIVORCE 
AND ADMIRALTY DIVISION 
(ADMIRALTY). 

With Nautical Assessors. 
(Final List.) 
1922. 

Wexford 1921 Folio 713 
Owners of Steam Tug Hutton v 
Owners of Steam Tug Wexford 

Graf Waldersee — 1921 — Folio 148 
Owners of 8.8. Fairfield v Young 
& ors 

Chama 1921 Folio 718 
Erith & Dartford Lighterage Co Id 
v Owners of 8.8. Chama 

Dimitrios N. Rallias—1921— 
Folio 685 Owners of part cargo 
lately on board 8.8. Dimitrios N. 
Rallias v Owners of SS. 
Dimitrios N. Rallias 

Ulrikka 1921 — Folio 709 
Owners of 8.8. Corcrest v Owners 
of 8.8. Ulrikka 

Without Nautical Assessors. 

Byzantion — 1921 — Folio 523 
Graham Joint Stock Shipping Co ld 
v Owners of 8.8. Byzantion & or, 
FROM THE KING’S BENCH 

DIVISION. 
(Interlocutory List.) 
2. 


a 





Ford v Sauber 

In re Municipal Corporations Act, 
1882 

In re Local Government Act, 1894 

Everett v Griffiths and Mokler 

In re an Arbtn between J H 
Clements & The Insurance Com- 
mittee of the County of Devon 

Mahabeer v Campbell & Price 

Lewenstein v Yager (to come on 
with Final Appeal) 


(Sellers) v  Societa Anonima 
Spremitura Oli Vegetali (of Milan, 
Italy) (to come on with Final 
Appeal) 

The Federation of British Industries 
v The Caledonian Ry Co & ors 
appl. of the Caledonian Ry Co 
from order of the Railway Rates 
Tribunal, dated July 27, 1922 
N.B.—The above List 

Bench Final and 

September, 1922. 








The Niger Co Id (of London) | 


| 
| 
| 


Same v Same appl. of North 
British Ry Co 

Same v Same appl. of Glasgow & 
South Western Ry 

Same v Same appl. of the Highland 
Ry 

Same v Same appl. of the Gt North 
of Scotland Ry 

Norton v Wolfson 


IN RE THE WORKMEN’S COM. 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906, 

(From County Courts.) 

Henson v Ruston & Hornsby ld 
(Lancashire, Grantham) 

Clay v Sherwood Colliery Co Id 
(Nottinghamshire, Mansfield) 

Ruck v Stockingfold Colliery Co Id 
(Warwickshire, Nuneaton) 

Moore v Same (Warwickshire, Nun- 
eaton) 

Gibbard v Thomas Tyrer & Co ld 
(Middlesex, Bow) 

Hewitt v Partridge, Jones & John 
Paton Id (Monmouthshire, Ponty- 
pool) 

Bradley v W P Hartley (London & 
Aintree) ld (Surrey, Southwark) 

Morgan v Guest, Keen & Nettlefolds 
Id (Glamorganshire, Merthyr 
Tydfil) 

Davies v The Wern Tinplate Co ld 
(Glamorganshire, Neath and Aber- 
avon) 

Kempley v H H Pool & Co ld 
(Mayor’s & City of London) 

Barker v_ Pratten (Hampshire, 
Bournemouth) 

Haycock v The Cadena Cafes Id 
(Gloucestershire, Bristol) 

Underwood v T Perry & Son ld 
(Worcestershire, Dudley) 

Daniels v Great Central Ry Co 
(Lincolnshire, Great Grimsby) 
Statham v Oxcroft Colliery Co Id 

(Yorkshire, Sheffield) 

Hunter v. South Shields 
(Durham, South Shields) 

Barge v Vickers Id (Kent, Dartford) 

Hewitson v St Helens Colliery Co Id 


Corpn 


(Cumberland, Workington) 
Young v Earle’s Shipbuilding and 

Engineering Co ld (Yorkshire, 

Kingston-upon-Hull) 


Cook v The Severn and Canal 
Carrying Co Id (Gloucestershire, 
Gloucester) 

Standing in the “ Abated”’ List, 
FROM THE CHANCERY 
DIVISION. 

(General List. ) 

1921. 

In re Beech’s Settlement Beech v 
Public Trustee (s.o. generally 
Oct. 19) 

(In Bankruptcy.) 
1920. 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor 

No, 246 of 1917) 
1921. 

In re A Debtor (expte The Debtor v 
The Petitioning Creditor and The 
Official Receiver), No. 889 of 1921 

IN RE THE WORKMEN'S COM- 
PENSATION ACTS, 1897 and 
1906. 

(From County Court.) 
1921. 

Martin v Lindsay’s Paddington Iron 
Works Id (Middlesex, Shoreditch) 
(s.o. generally April 26) 


contains Chancery, Palatine and King’s 
Interlocutory Appeals, &c., set down to 30th 
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HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 


MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1922. 
NoTIcES RELATING TO THE CHANCERY CAUSE LisT. 
Mr. Justice Eve will take his business as announced in the Michaelmas 


Sittings Paper. 


Liverpool and Manchester Business.—Mr. Justice Eve will take Lan- 
cashire business on Thursdays, the 19th October, the 2nd, 16th and 
30th November and the 14th December. 

Mr. Justice SarcGant.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Sittings. 


Mr. Justice AstsuRY.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Sittings. 


Bankruptcy Motions will be taken on Mondays announced in the Daily 
Cause List.—Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will be taken on 
Mondays, the 30th October, the 27th November and the 18th December. 

Mr. Justice P. O. LawkENcE will take bis business as announced in the 


Michaelmas Sittings Paper. 


Mr. Justice RussEtu will take his business as announced in the Michaelmas 


Sittings Paper. 


Applications under the Trading with the Enemy Acts 


will be heard on each Monday at 2 o’clock. 
Mr. Justice Romer.—Except when other business is advertised in the 
Daily Cause List, Actions with Witnesses will be taken throughout the 


Sittings. 


Summonses before the Judge in Chambers.—Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice 
P, O. Lawrence and Mr. Justice Russext will sit in Court every Monday 
during the Sittings to hear Chamber Summonses. 

Summonses adjourned into Court and Non-Witness Actions will be heard 
by Mr. Justice Eve, Mr. Justice P. O. LawRENcE and Mr. Justice RussELu. 

Motions, Petitions and Short Causes will be taken on the days stated in 


the Michaelmas Sittings Paper. 


NOTICE WITH REFERENCE TO THE CHANCERY WitNess Lists. 
During the Michaelmas Sittings the Judges will sit for the disposal of 


Witness Actions as follows :-— 


Mr, Justice SarGantT will take the Witness List for SanGaNnt and RusseELL, 


Mr. Justice Astaury will take the Witness List for Astpury and P. O. 


LAWRENCE, JJ. 


Mr. Justice Romer will take the Witness List for Eve and Romer, JJ. 


CHANCERY CAUSES FOR 
TRIAL OR HEARING, 


Set down to 30th September, 1922. 
Before Mr. Justice Eve. 


Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


In re The Warren Lambert En- 
gineering Cold O’Kinealy v The 
Company 

Charles Midgley Id v Taylor’s Drug 
Co Id 


Hodgson v McCreagh 

Arnold Otto Meyer & Co v Faber 

Lewis v Demery & ors (J W Lee, 
clmt) 

Same v Same (Demery & Barnes, 
clmts) 

MacCallum v The Medico Psycho- 
logical Clinic Id 

Allsopp v Orchard 

General Investors & Trustees ld v 
Balkis Id 

Further Consideration. 

In re Carmichael, dec Carmichael 

v Carmichael 


Adjourned Summonses. 


In re Rosenblum, dec Rosenblum 
v Rosenblum (restored, pt hd) 
In re J Dike,dec Burnard v Brown 
In re Richard Hare, dec Ward v 


Hare 

In re Orford, dec Holland v 
Holland 

In re Purser, dec Oliver v Purser 

In re J Lawes,dec Lawes v Lawes 
(restored) 

In re Wm Nicholls, dec Thompson 
v Nightowler (restored) 

In re Watson Mitchell, dec Mitchell 
v Still | 

In re C E 8 Cockburn, dec Royal 
Exchange Assce Co ld v Cockburn 

In re Smith’s Trade Marks and In re | 
Trade Marks Acts, 1905 to 1919, | 
Nos. 409,058 and 6,868 


| In re Cochrane’s Mortgage 





In re J Rawles, dec Thurlow v 
Rawles 
In re Griffith, dec 


Griffith 


Meade-King v 


Jones 
v Cochrane 

In re Cunnington, dec 
Webb 

In re F H Hotham, dec In re 
E Hotham, dec Gosling v 
Hotham 

In re W C Gunn, dec Gunn vy, 
Public Trustee 


Healing v 


In re T 


| In re Augusta Cumberledge, dec | 


Tate v Thomas 
In re E J Barker, dec Barker v 
Barker 


In re Sir John Jackson, dec Jackson | 


v Hamilton 
In re Etherton, dec Coole v Clarke 
In re Pritchard’s & Arter’s Con- 
tracts In re Vendor & Purchaser 
Act, 1874 (restored) 


In re Burn’s Will Trusts Chutter- | 


buck v Burn 


In re Jacob’s Will Trusts Arnold v | 


Jacobs 

Walker v Clay 

In re Stephen Kavanagh, 
Kavanagh v Elphick 

L Green, dec Powell v 


dec 


Green 

In re A & A E Wrate and In re 
Married Woman’s Property Act, 
1882 (with witnesses) 

In re James Bowker dec Coulton v 
Bowker 

In re Baroness Clifford dec Bircham 
v Greenwood 

In re the Application of E M 
Underwood and A D Steel 


In re J F Somerville dec, Nettleton | 


v Micallef 
In re The London & India Docks 


Joint Indenture Carne v Port of | 


London Authority 


In re Gore, dec Singleton v Rundle | 


(restored pt hd) 

In re Galloway’s Trusts Galloway v 
Galloway 

In re J Farren, dec 
Attorney-Gen 

In re C Fisk, dec Hurst v Fisk 

In re J Jackson, dec Russell v 
Fenn 

In re Norris Roper, dec In re Sarah 
H Roper dec Roper v Roper 

In re Sayer, dec Hobbs v Hobbs 

In re Brown Trar & Co Id Main v 
The Company 

In re Close,decArmstrong v Wharton 

In re Harding, dec Harding v 
Paterson 

In re Manners, dec Manners v 
Manners (restored) 

In re J B Manly, dec Manly v 
Williams 


In re Emily Cumberledge, dec 
In re Louisa Cumberledge,,dec 
Cumberledge v Marriott 

In re E W Campbell, dec Com- 
mercial Bank of Scotland v Camp- 
bell 


| In re Wm Cartlidge, dec Sudlow v 


In re Simpson, dec Folkard v | 
Simpson 

In re Sulivan, dec Sulivan v 
Waldron 

In re E M Adam, dec Adam v 
Dayrell 

In re Sivewright, dec Law v 
Fenwick 

In re Nathaniel Saxton’s Will 
Williams v Perry 

In re Hepburn’s Estate Hepburn 
v Hepburn 

In re John Harley, dec Marston 
v Harley 

re Hudson, dec Becher v 

Hudson 


Cartlidge 


| In re Edward Kay, dec Bonnor- 


Maurice v Kay 


| In re Morris Harris dec Benjamin v 


Benjamin 

In re Berchtold, dec Berchtold v 
Capron 

In re Johns, dec Johns v Benington 
Parish Council 


| In re Blake’s Settled Estates and 


In re Wakley, dec Wade v Wakley | 


In re Hanbury, dec Clark v 
Hanbury 

re Wakeley, dec Mosley, 
Flowers & Co v_ Tomlinson 
(restored) 
In re A Gibson, dec Weldon v 
Gibson 


In re T Todd, dec Wain v Todd 

In re J W H 8S Maclaren, dec 
Edwardes v Williams 

In re Leach, dec Milne v Daubeney 

In re Stacey, dec Styer v Public 
Trustee 

In re Sturdy, dec London C W & 
Parr’s Bk ld v Incledon-Webber 

In re Muller’s Indenture In re 
McLaren, dec McLaren v Rynd 


In re Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 
1890 
Tait v Sykes motion for judgt (short) 
In re Wm H Smith, dec Gwatkin v 
Smith 
In re Satterley, dec Wedlake v 
Mercantile Marine Service Assoc 
In re Higgs, dec Vinson v Higgs 


In re Baroness Amherst, dec Cecil 
v Cecil 
In re Rey R Gibbings, dec Lewis 


v Bishop of St Asaph 
In re F Sheard, dec 
Public Trustee 


Sheard v 


In re Thomas Bell, dec Dickinson 
v Heppell 

In re Wm C Roberts dec Roberts 
v Roberts 


Davies v | 


(Vol. 67] i7 








‘In re M M Jameson, dec Blount v 
Jameson 

In re an Arbitration between J I 
Craig & H Perrin (special case) 

Earl of Eldon v Gover motion for 
judgment (short) 


Before Mr Justice SARGANT. 
Retained Matters. 
Motions. 

In re H W Cashmore & Co Id and 
In re the Cos (Consolidation) Act 
1908 (for Oct 13) 

| Blackburn v Mayhew 

Mayhew v Blackburn 

Adjourned Summonses. 

In re J F Bennet’s Patents In re 
Patents & Designs Acts Oct 13 

|In re Summers Brown’s Patent 

In re Patent & Designs Acts, In 
re Appln of Summers Brown & 
Roneo ld Oct 13 


|In re Grisley’s Patent In re 
| Patent & Designs Acts Oct 13 
In re Peile’s Settlement Trusts 


James v Clare 
| In re M A Pebody, dee Stephenson 
v Clarke 
In re Sir E Cassel, dec 
Trustee v Ashley 
In re Hay Drummond, dec Halsey 
v Pechell 
In re A Leadbetter, dec Leadbetter 
| wv Leadbetter (s.o. to March 6, 
1923 in chambers) 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Chambers v Randall Oct 13 
| Benjamin v Bloomstein Oct 13 
Elliott v Munro 
| Nicnolson v Ashley Exclusive Films 
Id 
Griffiths v Bright & Galbraith ld 
British Thomson-Houston Co Id v 
The Emergo Economic Lamp 
Co ld 
Haskins v Taylor 
Nicholl v Hayes 
King v The Ladies Lyceum Club Id 
Vivian v Beard 
Chingford Pictures ld v Allen Bros 
Brandon v The American Express 
Co 
Honnor v Crouch 
Savill v Davies-Scourfield 
The British Thomson-Houston Co 
ld v The Incandescent Syndicate 
Hagon v Heffer 
Walsall Hardware Mfg Co ld v 
Electric Components 
Hill v Wooldridge 
Maurice v Segal 
Robinson v Hoadly 
Willingdon Links Co Id v Anderson 
Beamand v Morgan 
Cornell v West 
Royston U D C v Royston (Yorks) 
and District Gas Co Id 
Newton v Stanbridge 
Cassap v Lake Orr & Co Id 
Godden v Godden 
Seward v Seward 
Jones v Etablissements Hutchinson 
Watt v James 
Powis v Neques 
Hale v Coombes 
Says Patent Expander & Bung Tins 
Co Id v Say 
Tierney v The Derbyshire Miners 
& Bye-Product Workers Union 
Sorrell v Smith 
Denton v Denton 
In re W Pritchard, dec Pritchard 
v Jones 
Clarke v Cascella 
Hargrave v Nettleship 
Tavoy Concessions ld (in liqdn.) v 
The National Metal & Chemical 
Bank Id 


Public 
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Gaunt v The Tatem Steam Naviga- 
tion Co ld 

Statham v Godsell 

Priestley v Cottingham 

Davis v Edgerley . 

Hales v Coombes 

In re Joseph Sofer Whitburn | 
Christie v it burn 

Miles v Steeds 

Before Mr. Justice AstBuRY. 

Retained Adjourned Summonses. 

Bond v Bassett 

In re M L E Josse, dec Hall v 
Stroheker 

In re Josse’s Settlement Trusts | 
In re Lucas’s Settlement Trusts | 
Hall v Lucas 

In re Thomas Hill, dec Moore v 
Hazlehurst 

In re F G Eckenstein’s Settlement 
Trusts Cyrian v Muller 

In re Hollick’s Settlement Somers- 
Clarke v Hollick 

In re Brown’s Will Trusts Public 
Trustee v Addison 

In re Sir Charles Tenant, 
Glenconner v Tenant (8.0, gener- 
ally) ; 

Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 


Sergeant v. Kelly (s.o. for commis- | 


sion) 


Dolan v Granville Mining Co ld & | 


anr (s.0, return of commission) 


East India Ry Co v Secretary of | 


State in Council of India (s.o 
for day to be fixed) 
In re J G Tufford’s Patents and In 


re Letters Patent Nos 100, 731 
and 102,628 petition (s.o. for | 


date to be fixed) 

Gate v Barrand stayed for security 

Pell v Noble 

Mundell v Grosvenor (fixed Oct 16) 

Richardson v Alflatt 

Rowland v The Air Council (s.o. 
until points of law disposed of) 

Trustee of H Finegold v Lewis 

Alexandre ld v Cohen 

L Hirsch & Co v Willoughby 

Hoare & Co Id v McAlpine 

Powell w Macdonald 

British Ropeway Engineering Co 
ld v Stavers 

Somerset-Johnstone v Beeby 

Fabini v Chidell 

Cook v Creamer 

Mitchell v Rapson Automobile | 
Patents ld 

Sisson v Sisson 

Rosner v Rosner 

Pontifex v Overton 

Curtis v Heward & Co 

Easter v Galt 

In re James Holder, dec In re Sarah 

A Holder, dec Holder v Holder 

Dasnieres v Dasnieres 

Truefitt v Truefitt 

Hughes v Societe Generale (de 
Paris) 

Bravo v Jaffe 

Simpson v Gilley 

Sollors v Mercedes Concessionaires 
ld 

Eastern Fibre Co ld v Bailey 

Bewley v Gilbanks 

In re Charles Betts, dec 
Betts 

Salaman v Tauber 

Deveson v Martin 

English Drama Co Id v Mulholland 

Jones v Vaudeville Productions Id 
and ors 

Hylton v Denham 

Bateman v Laurens - 

Trustee of G E Leyen v Poliakoff 

British Red Cross v The _ 

In re Jonathan Clark a Solr a 
re Taxn of costs (motion) 


Betts v 


THE SOLICITORS’ 


dec 


Weston v Marlow 
Wilson v J Salmon & Sons Id 
Liebling v Silberston 
The Rialto Cinemas ld v Clavering 
Miles v Schooling 

| Flatt v Marchants Id 

| Pearce v Stovkdale 

| Windsor v Kendall 


| Trustee of Mildred Goyeneche & Co | 
British Ensign | 


In re Johnston, dec Johnston v 


bankrupts v 
| Motors Id 
Before Mr. Justice P. O. LAWRENCE. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 


| Woodland Motor Works Id v 
| Williams & ors pt hd 

| Rodney v Theeman 

| Atkin v Rose 

| Green v Newstead Colliery Co Id 

| Rogers v Karno 


Further Consideration. 


| In re George Ibeson, dec Harrison 
| In re Thomas Paine, dec In re Mary 


v Helm 
Adjourned Summonses. 


| In re D G MacRae, dec 
Johnson v Harness 
| In re Evans’ Marriage Settlement 
Evans v Evans 
In re Hill, dec Smith v McBean 
| In re J H Balfour Browne, dec 
Balfour Browne v Balfour Browne 


Lambton & Hetton Collieries ld v 


Trade 

In re Dickson, 
Foxton 

In re W B Little, dec Lovejoy v 
Little 

In re Mason, dec Bentley v Mason 

In re Evans’ Settlement Trusts 
Public Trustee v Evans 


In re George Flack, dec Duck v 


Flack 
In re Hancock, dec Hancock v 
| Public Trustee 
In re Hugh Ellis, dec Gutteridge v 
| Canfield 
| In re Wilson, dec Davies v Ohm 
| In re R Maskell, dec In re E D 
Maskell, dec Betts v Betts 
In re Booth Harris, dec Harris v 
Harris 
| In re Attree,dec In re Richter, dec 
Clarke v Wesmann 
In re Fred. Meyer, dec Cooke v 
Meyer 
| In re Wright, dec Sheridan- 
Patterson v Thomas 
In re Worton, dec Hull v Worton 
| In re Warner, dec Warner v Warner 
| In re Burnyeat’s Will Trust 
Burnyeat v Ward 
| Turnock v Weaver 
| In re F C Mathieson, dec Mathieson 
v Mathieson 
| In re Charles S Butler, dec In re 
| Emily Butler, dec Bradshaw v 
| Churchill 
| In re Fletcher’s Settlement Trusts 
Strouts v Stewart 
In re Tritton’s Settlement Tritton 
|  v Tritton’s Trustee 
In re Howell Watkin’s Settlement 
and In re Settled Land Acts, 
1882 to 1890 
| In re Harvey, 
Levinge 


dec Harvey v 


In re Lord Bateman’s Settlement 
Trusts Cox v Bateman Hanbury 

| In re Kemnal & Still’s Contract and 

| In re Vendor & Purchaser Act, 
1874 

In re bes dec Penrhyale 8 v Boyce 

In re Settlement 
Trusts ieee v  Robarts 








Webb | 
“ | Ha 


In re Coal Mines Control Agreement | 
Secretary Mines Dept. Board of 
dec Dickson v | 


In re Newton, dec George v Newton | 





In re Paxton, dec Blennerhassett v 
Egerton 

In re Duke of Manchester’s Settle- 
Paros, Deacon < Hans Hamilton 
In re Meakin’s Will Trusts a 
v Dobson —— 

In re Lester’s - panera Public 
Trustee v 

In re Lord Sewberesh's Lease 
Lord Newborough v Maen Offeren 
Slate Quarry Co ld 


Johnston 


| In re* Betstyle Id Rolt v The 


Company 

In re George, dec George v George 

In re Eyre Coote’s Settled Estates 
and In re Settled Land Acts, 1882 
to 1890 

In re Brown, dec Brown v Brown 


| In re Wailes, dec Wailes v Easther 


In re Thursby-Pelham’s Indenture 
Thursby-Pelham v_ Thursby- 
Pelham 


Ann Williams, dec Wright ‘v 


Tripper 
ilton v Marconi’s Wireless 


Telegraph Co Id 


| In re John Wells, dec Wells v Wells 


Rowland v The Air Council 

In re Isaacs, dec Solomons v Hart 

In re Clement Garrett’s Automatics 
Id Garrett v The Company 
motion for judgt (short) 
Companies (Winding Up) and 

Chancery Division. 
Companies (Winding Up). 
Petitions (to wind up). 

Fibre Tube & Box Board Manus 
facturers ld (petn. of J B Hunt 
—ordered on Nov 18, 1919 to 
stand over generally) 

F W Berwick & Co ld (petn. of 
Sterling Metals Id—s.o. from 
July 4, 1922 to Oct 17, 1922) 

Martinsyde ld (petn. of Alfred 
Herbert ld—ordered on May 2 
1922 to stand over generally) 

W 8 Laycock Id (petn. of Bagshaws 
and Co ld & anr—ordered on 
June 20, 1922 to stand over 
generally) 

Burtons Id (petn. of Great Eastern 
Ry Co—s.o. from April 25, 1922 
to Oct. 17, 1922) 

Banque Industrielle de Chine (petn. 
of the Company—s.o. from July 
25, 1922 to Oct 17, 1922) 

London & Suburban Development 
Co Id (petn. of Bradley & Son Id 
—s.0o. from March 21, 1922 to 
Oct. 17, 1922) 

G Gibbs Id (petn. of Blonde Harm- 
ston—s.o. from July 25, 1922 
to Oct 24, 1922) 

G Castle & Co Id (petn. of Dormeuil 
Freres—s.o. from June 20, 1922 
to Oct 17, 1922) 

F J Wraight & Co ld (petn. of 
Commercial Mutual Credit Bank 
Id—s.o, from April 4, 1922 to 
Oct 24, 1922) 

Fenton Textile Assoc ld (petn. of 
Edward Lipman—ordered on July 
25, 1922 to stand over generally) 

Russian Commercial & Industrial 
Bank (petn. of J A Malcolm— 
s.0. from July 25, 1922 to Oct 
24, 1922) 

Russian Commercial & Industrial 
Bank (petn. of G H Ashbery— 
8.0, from July 25, 1922 to Oct 
24, 1922) 

Vulcan Motor & Engineering Co. 
(1906) Id (petn. of Rushmores 
(1919) ld—s.o. from May 30, 
1922 to Oct 24, 1922) 
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Morel Brothers & Robinson Fur 
Co ld (petn. of P Jacobs—s.o, 
from June 27, 1922 to Oct 17, 
1922) 

J C G Syndicate Id (petn. of W H 
Cullen (a firm)—s.o. from July 18, 
1922 to Oct 17, 1922) 

Pacific Marine Insce Co (petn. of 
Canton Insce Office lId—s.o. from 
July 25, 1922 to Nov 21, 1922) 

Winter Tennis Club ld (petn. of 
Reliance Electric & Maintenance 
Co—s.o. from June 20, 1922 to 
Oct 17, 1922) 

London Steamship & Trading Corpn 
ld (petn. of D L Flack & Son— 
s.0, from July 25, 1922 to Oct 17, 
1922) 

Calloose Tin Mines & Alluvials ld 
(petn. of H E Thatcher (with 
witnesses)—s.0. from July 25, 
1922 to Oct 17, 1922, retained by 
Mr. Justice Astbury) 

London Constructional Services Id 
(petn. of Frederick Braby & Co 
ld—s.o, from July 25, 1922 to 
Oct 24, 1922) 

J L Sacks Id (petn of C Stokes— 
8.0. from July 25, 1922 to Oct. 17, 


1922) 

G Ajelli & Co ld (petn of Anglo- 
Italian Alabster ld—s.o. from 
July 25, 1922 to Oct. 7, 1922) 

Pam (London) Id (petn of D M M 
Hart—s.o. from July 25, 1922 to 
Oct. 17, 1922) 

Playhouses (Bexhill) ld (petn of 

ral Film Renting 1920) Co 
id & & anr—s.0. from July 25, 1922 
to Oct 17, 1922) 

Curdwell & Wright Id (petn of 
Walturdaw Co lId—s.o, from 
July 25, 1922 to Oct 17, 1922) 

British & Foreign Commercial Co 
ld (petn of V G Allatini & anr— 
s.0. from July 25, 1922 to Oct 17, 
1922) 

Wynnfield Shipping Co Id (petn of 
Agence Maritime Henri Dumont 
—ordered on July 25, 1922 to 
stand over generally) 

Bradley & Foster ld (petn of G T 
Eveson Coal & Coke Co ld—s.o. 
from July 25, 1922 to Oct 17, 
1922) 

Eburite Paper Co (1919) Id (petn 
of Strachan and Henshaw 
8.0, from July 25, 1922 to Oct 17, 
1922) 

Ballarat Gold Fields ld (petn of 
F M Marshall) 

Choes Id (petn of E A Boynton) 

Margam Co-operative Homes ld 
(petn of Mayor, Aldermen and 
Burgesses of the Borough of Port 
Talbot & ors) 

Ellis Greenwood & Co ld (petn of 
F Shaw) 

Associated British Commerce and 
Industry ld (petn of H Kerman 

Associa‘ British Commerce an 
Industry Id (petn of Swiss Bank 
Corporation) 

J . Hereford & Co Id (petn of 

n 


& Son) 
Natives! wal Marine. & Fire Insurance 
Co Id (petn of the Company 
United Gene?al Commercial] Insur- 
ance ep en ld ie of Inter 


Insurance Exchan nee) 
J 8 Moyle & Son Id (petn of J D 
Ste 


wart) 
Lyons Franks & Co ld (petn of 
Rudkin Laundon 2 001) 
F G Metal Cap & Box Co ld (petn 
of Kelway Bernard & Co) 
East Coast Hotels ld (petn of W 
Rowntree & Sons) 
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Appleton Saw Mills Id (petn of John 
Remer & Co Id—in liquidation) 

London Drop Stamping €o Id (petn 
of C Bastable 

Jeffree Line Id (petn of C E 
Cheetham 


| Direct Postal Trading Co ld (petn, 

| of Thorp & Huddart Id) 

| Canute Steam Trawling Co ld (petn, 
of Grimsby Engineering Co Id) 


Daniell Brothers ld (petn, of A | 


Vivian Mansell & Co) 


) 
Premier Briquette Co ld (petn of | United General Commercial Insur- | 


T Froude) 


Westminster Motor Trading Co ld | 


(petn of Shell Mex Id) 


General Maritime Trust Id (petn of | 
“ Latina ”’ Societa di Navigazione | 


Anonima) 


London River Motor Transport Co | 


ld (petn of A T G Cooper) 
Balkan Sobranie Cigarettes Id (petn 
of C Weinberg) 
J G L Syndicate Id (petn of F L 
Smith) 


Jumbil (Nigeria) Tin Areas ld (petn | 


of R J Harmer) . 
Patents Development Co ld (petn 
of J O Jones & anr) 


United Kingdom Combine ld (petn | 


of Ernest Manico Id) 

Dudley Son & Co Id (petn of P G 
Bell & co) 

Radnor Steamship Co ld (petn of A 
Pozzati) 


Leacock & Co Id (petn of Mather | 


and Crowther Id) 


Fuller’s United Electric Works Id | 


(petn of W S Caines ld) 


Winsers (Tunbridge Wells) ld (petn | 


of Roohtes Id) 

City Shirt Co ld (petn of Davies 
and Luke) 

James Lenn Id (petn of R Barnard) 

International Produce Exchange Id 
(petn of Frederick Sage & Co ld) 

A & D Bishop ld (petn of May and 
Hammel—a firm) 

Commerce Agencies Id (petn of A 
Rosen) 

Zenith Motors Id (petn of Etablisse- 
ments Hutchinson) 

Victors ld (petn. of Charles Page & 
Co Id) 

Thames Deep Water Wharf ld 
(petn. of The Dartford Rural 
District Council) 

Anglo-Continental Metals Id (petn. 
of the Company) 

A.B.C. Motors (1920) Id (petn. of 
the Regent Carriage Co Id) 

London & County Trust ld (petn. of 
Daejan Rubber Co Id) 

Ashley Exclusive Films ld (petn, of 
The National Bank Id) 

Rennie Ritchie & Newport Ship- 
building Co Id (petn. of Plenty & 
Son Id) . 

Dalston Theatre ld (petn. of W 
Townson and Son Id) 

Trinidad Western Oilfields ld (petn. 
of Isabella Mary Aarons) 

Allen and Simmonds ld (petn, of 
H.M. Attorney-General) 

Mandevilles Id (petn. of James 
Conchie) 

British Margarine Trades Supplies 
ld (petn. of British Thomson- 
Houston Co Id) 

Rellcock and Co Id (petn. of Henry 
Cattaneo) 

Varsity ld (petn. of Albert Hodgson) 

Page & Co ld (petn. of 
Swiss Bank Corpn) 

Pennant Shipping Co id (petn. of 
David & William Henderson & Co 
Id) 

Grange Cinema (Bermondsey) ld 
(petn. of Butcher’s Film Service 
Id & anr) 

Cinema \(Bermondsey) Id 
(petn. of Gaumont Co Id) 

British Electric Vehicles ld (petn. of 

International Trade Exhibitions 


id) 


4 


ance Corpn Id (petn. of Lumber- 

man’s Indemnity Exchange) 

| Express Guaranteed Construction 

Corpn Id (petn. of Arthur Gordon 

Letchworth) 

| K. D. K. Motor Transport Co Id 

(petn. of Hammersmith Distillery 

| Co Id) 

Companies (Winding Up). 

| Petition (to sanction Scheme of 

Arrangement). 

| Trentham Engineering Co (Corn- 
brook) Id and Irlam Engineering 
Co ld 

Chancery Petitions. 

| Kafue Copper Development Co ld & 

reduced (to confirm reduction of 

|  capital—ordered on Mar, 14, 1922 
to stand over generaily) 

Fellows, Morton & Clayton ld & 
reduced (to confirm reduction, of 
capital) 

United Lankat Plantations Co ld & 
reduced (to confirm reduction of 
capital) 

|W J Douglas & Partners ld & 
reduced (same) 

Baluchistan Chrome Co ld & reduced 
(same) 

Burnett Steamship Co ld & reduced 
(same) 

Lewis § Richards Id & reduced 


(same) 


All British Skin Co ld & reduced | 


(same) 
Mills Equipment Co Id & reduced 
(same) 


Associated Gold Mines of Western | 


Australia ld & reduced (same) 
National Mining Corporation Id & 
reduced (same) 


Rhodes Rawling & Shaw Id & | 


reduced (same) 
Land & Mortgage Co of Egypt Id & 
reduced (same) 
Djaboong (Java) Rubber Estates Id 
* & reduced (same) 


tion Id & reduced (same) 


(same) 

Martinsyde ld to sanction Scheme 
of Arrangement—ordered on July 
26, 1921 to stand over generally) 

Caxton Insce Co Id (to confirm 
alteration of objects—ordered on 
March 15, 1921 to stand over 
generally) 

Universal Automobile Insce Co ld 
(to confirm alteration of objects) 

Kent Silk Mills ld (same) 


Colonialbank) Id (same) 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Motions. 

Angel Steamship Co ld (ordered on 
April 13, 1920 to stand over 
generally) 


Tyne) Id (stand over generally 
by consent) 

Samos Wine Co ld part heard 
(ordered on April 12, 1921 to 
stand over generally) 


H C Motor Co ld (ordered on July 5, 
1921, to stand over generally) 
Stanwyn oy yee Id pt hd (s.0. 

from July 18, 1922 to Oct. 17, 





1922) 


Sutherland Meter Co Id & reduced 


British-Baltic Commercial Corpora- | 


Jewish Colonial Trust (Juedische 


John Dawson & Co (Newcastle-on- | 


S Jacobs & Co Id (ordered on March | 
15, 1921, to stand over generally) | 
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Society is 
additional 
order to 

payments. 


LONDON, S.W.1. 








HOW ? 


There are 700 Curates, in 
poor parishes, who are re- 
ceiving stipends each quarter 
by the help of payments 
made by the A.C.S. The 


greatly needing 
contributions in 
keep up these 
Please send a 


Postal Order or Treasury 
Note at once (or a cheque 
if possible) to the 
Canon Petit. 


Rev. 


ADDITIONAL CURATES SOCIETY, 
51, BELGRAVE ROAD, 














W. WHITELEY, Lrp. 


Auctioneers, 
EXPERT VALUERS AND ESTATE AGENTS, 


QUEEN’S ROAD, LONDON, W.2. 





VALUATIONS FOR PROBATE, 


ESTATE DUTY, SALE, INSURANCE, ETC, 





AUCTION SALES EVERY THURSDAY, 
View on Wednesday, in 


London’s Largest Saleroom. 





*"Puons No.: PARK ONE (40 Linzs). 


Tsizerams : ‘‘ WHITELEY, LONDON. ” 

















20 


LAW REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY. 


No. 19, LINCOLN’S INN 3 FIELDS, LONDON, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1858. 


Capital Stock ... 
Debenture Stock 


REVERSIONS PURCHASED. 


-- 


£400,000 
£331,130 
ADVANCES MADE THEREON. 


Forms of Proposal and full information can be obtained at the Society's Office. 


Estates Investment Trust 


Dominica ld 
Companies (Winding-up). 
Adjourned Summonses. 


Vanden Plas (England) Id (on proof | 


of Fiat Motors ld—with witnesses | “ 
| Horner v Young 


| Keonigsblatt v Sweet 
| Boston v Gould 

id | Pope v Wyatt (fixed Oct 17) 

| Motor Organisations Id v Mitchell | 
| Fettis v Same 


& Kalin—part heard— | In re J T Poyser, dec Landon v Cox | 


ordered on Jan 17, 1922 to stand | 


—parties to apply to fix day for 
hearing—retained by Mr. Justice 
Astbury 

Fairbanks Gold Mining Co 
(ordered on July 26, 1921 to 
stand over generally) 

Connolly Bros ld (on proof of Hecht, 
Levis 


over generally—retained by Mr 
Justice P O Lawrence) 

Same (on proof of Luke O'Reilly 
ld—part heard—ordered on Jan 


17, 1922 to stand over generally— | 
retained by Mr Justice P 0 | 


Lawrence) 
Same (on proof of India Rubber, 
Gutta Percha & Telegraph Works 


Co Id—part heard—ordered on | 


over | In re Rules of Supreme Court, 1883 


Jan 17, 1922 to stand 
generally—retained by Mr Justice 
P O Lawrence) 

Blenheim Motor Co ld (with wit- 
nesses)—ordered on July 11, 1922 
to stand over generally) 


Blisland (Cornwall) China Clay Co | 
ld (ordered on Dec 6, 1921 to 


stand over generally) 

General Marine Underwriters Asso- 
ciation Id (with witnesses) 

Brangwin Clark & Co Id (ordered 
on June 13, 1922 to stand over 
generally—pt hd) 

Norman, Reid, Barrett & Co Id 
(with witnesses) 

Carton Id 


British American Continental Bank 


Id 
Allied Road Transports Id (with 
witnesses) 
Lawson Galleries ld (with witnesses 
Charles & Thomas Harris & Co | 
John Remer & Co ld 
British American Continental Bank 
ld 


Kinatan (Borneo) Rubber ld 


Justice P. O. Lawrence) 
James Keiller & Son (Germany) Id 
Notts & Derbyshire Pitwood Asso- 
ciation Id (with witnesses) 
Public Service Stores Id 
United Small Arms 
witnesses) 
Leacock & Co Id 


Id (with 


Chancery Division. 
Adjourned Summonses. 


French South African Development 
Co Id Partridge v French South 
African Development Co ld (on 
preliminary point—ordered on 
April 2, 1914 to stand over 
generally trial of action 
in King’s — ivision) 

E J Caldicott & Co Id Caldicott 
andanr v E J Caldicott & Co ld— 
(further consideration) 


of 


The 





G. H. MAYNE, Secretary. 


Before Mr. Justice RussE.u. 
Retained Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses.) 
Deutsche Bank (Lendon 
Agency) v Arnhold pt hd 
Bodman v Davies 
Young v Horner 


In re Smith dec Thomas v Stock 


Adjourned Summonses. 


pt hd (s.o. to Nov 7) 

In re J Duffield, dec Clegg v 
Moorwood(s.0. to Easter Sittings, 
1923) 

In re Elizabeth East, dec Vezey v | 
East 


Wyken Colliery Co Id v_ Exhall 
Colliery and Brickworks ld 

In re E E Street, dec Vevers v | 
Holman 

In re J R Roy, dec Roy Northcote | 
v Barnard 


In re Ensoll’s Policy 

In re 8 Heilbut, dec Brown v Lindo | 

In re 8 T Sinclair, dec Sinclair v | 
Sinclair 

In re H G Tetley, dec Nat Prov 
and Union Bank of England Id v 
Tetley 

In re H G Tetley’s Settlement Nat 
Prov & Union Bank of England Id 
v Attorney-Gen. 

In re W Budd, dec Jeremiah v Budd 


| In re Ellen Watts, dec Jones v 


Verriez 

In re Smith & Clark’s Contract 
In re Vendor & Purchaser Act 

In re Moate, dec Moate v Saunders- 
Jacob 

In re Friary Holroyd & Healy’s 
Breweries The Co v Seckham 


| In re W Evans, dec Evans v Garrett 


In re G W H Poole dee. Whyte v 


Whyte : 

In re 8 F Ullathorne, dec Ullathorne | 
v Sorel 

In re E C Smith dec Buck v Villis 


Connolly Bros Id (retained by Mr. | In re Horsfall, dec Cooper-Horsfall 


v Horsfall 

In re J Payne Id Garner v The Co 
motion for judgt (short) 

In re J Bird, dec Steele v Steer 

In re T Cockle, dec Cockle v Brown 

In re Ewin’s Will Trusts Ewin v 
Ewin } 

In re an Arbitration between The 
Duff Development Co Id and the 
Government of Kelankan 

In re J Farminer, dec Farminer v | 
Farminer 


| 


Before Mr. Justice Romer. 


Retained Matters. 
Adjourned Summonses. 


| In re Morrison’s Application and In 
Sir 


re T H Brooke-Hitching’s 
Mortgage 


| Jones v Ellis 


In re W H Bates, dec Goward v | 


Bates 


In re J Castiglione, dec Place v | 


Castiglione 

In re Leedham White, dec White v 
Von Loesch 

—-_ under the Trading with 


the Enemy Acts, 1914 to 1916. 
In re British Incandescent Mantle 
Works 


| 


| 


In re Sir Frank Bowden, dec 
Barnsdale v Bowden 
In re Crewe, dec Fynderne v Senior 
In re Eyre Williams, dec Williams 
v Williams 
Causes for Trial. 
(With Witnesses). 
Jones v Ellis 
Williamson v Inrig & Cutting 
In re James Mitchell, dec Mitchell 
& ors v Mitchell & ors 
Sendall v Russell 


| Ford v Charron ld 
| Criscoulo & Co v Brandon, Turner 


& Co 
Blackwood vy Almagamated Society 
of Woodworkers 


Kirk v Same 
Martin v Same 
Job v Same 

Stone v Oakley 

| Eshelby v Harvey 
Ritchie v Jones 


| Wright v Stapleton-Bretherton 


Curzon Hotel (London) Id v Chevau 

Edwards v Lovell 

Italian Supers Id v Corelli 

Conner v Hodge 

Butchers’ Film Service ld v Lindsell 

Syree v Syree 

British Thomson-Houston Co Id v 
Sloan & Co 

Coke v Crundall 

Fraser v Davids 

Coulson v Barty 

United Kingdom Freight, Demur- 
rage and DefenceAssoc. v Watkin 

Leff v Greengross 

Smith v Smith 

Child v Rudman 

Aldred v Fenner 

Swann v Fearnhough & Ward 

Levy v Falco 

Mathewes v Roberts 

Buckingham v Boulting 

Barton ¥ Perkins 

In re Margaret Thomas, dec Rees 
v Thomas 

British Thomson-Houston Co ld v 


The B.T.T. Electric Lamp & 


Accessories Co 
Same v Taylor 
Same v Collinson Bros. 
Tuck vy Upwell, Outwell, Denver & 
Welney Drainage Commissioners 
Leitner v Greenwood & Batley ld 
Clifford v German 
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Hood v Woodhead 

H v Public Trustee 

Lindsey County Council v Baildom 

The Master Wardens & Commonalty 
of the Mystery of Freemen of the 
Carpentry of the City of London v 
Silverstone 

Clarkson v Aldwych Building 
Estates Co ld 

Bilsborough v McArthur 

Cardiff Corpn v Cook 

| Inre Edna J N Davis, dec Edmunds 
v Davis 

Jackson v Simons 

Schwartz v Schwartz 

Glover v Thomas & Co 

Gent v Barrup, Mathieson & 
Sprague Id 

— v Dental Manufacturing Co 





Nicholls v Tavistock Urban District 
Council 

Carolin v Indicators ld 

Storr v Wallscourt 

Luxardo v Public Trustee 

Nilsen v J Liddell & Co Id 

Clark v Barclays Bank Id 





South Eastern Ry Co v Cooper 
Pinoli Id v Trube 


| Daubeny v Noblett 


Simpson v White 
Togni v Spethman 


| New York Life Insce. Co v Public 


Trustee 
Fields Garages Id v Chamberlain 
Smith v Fairweather 
Small v Norman 
Seaford West Co ld v Kennard 
Earl of Eldon v Collins 
— vHB & R Hawley (1920) 


British Thomson-Houston Co ld v 
Childs 

Lambourne v Blay 

Miles v Sykes 

Morris v Conway, Stewart & Co Id 

Lloyds Bank Id v Morgan 

Webb v Marsh 

Collins v Whitaker ° 

The Calico Printers Assoc. ld v 
J Makin and Son ld 

International Rubber Manufac- 
turing Co ld v Grimston 

Granville-Barker v Huntley 

Duke of Northumberland v Alnwick 





Rural District Council 


| Matthews v Walker 


| London Electric Ry Co v Grigg 
| Robson v Munro 
| Haslegrave v Macdonald 
| Hobden v Snook 
| Vivian v Phillips 
| Blanckensee v Collins 
Askew v Russell 
| Cordes v R Addis & Son 
Hastie v Biddell 
Macafee & Co Id v Robinson 


APPEALS AND MOTIONS IN BANKRUPTCY. 


| Appeals from County Courts to be heard by 


a Divisional Court 


sitting in Bankruptcy, Pending October 4th, 1922. 


In re a Debtor (No. 19 of 1915) 
Expte. The Debtor v_ The 
Petitioning Creditor & The Official 
Receiver (County Court of Devon- 


hire, Plymouth & Stonehouse) | 


(on Dec. 15, 1919, this appl. was 
ordered to stand over with libert y 
to restore) 
In re a Debtor (No. 41 of 1922) 
—_ The Petitioning Creditors 


Debtor (County Court of 
Lancashire, Manchester) pt. hd. 


| In re a Debtor (No. 3 of 1922) 


. The Debtor v The Official 
Receiver & The Petitioning 
Creditor (County Court of Hamp- 
shire, Southampton) 


In re a Debtor (No. 13 of 1922 
Expte. The Debtor v The 
Petitioning Creditors & The 
Official Receiver (County Court of 
Yorkshire, Scarborough) 

| In re a Debtor (No. 19 of 1922) 

| Exptg. The ogg Creditors 

Ze e Debtor & e Official 

Receiver (County Court of 

Middlesex, Brentford) 


In the Matter of a Bankruptcy 
Notice (No. 32 of 1922) Expte. 
The Debtor v The Judgment 
Creditors (County Court of 
Dorsetshire & Hampshire, Poole 
& Bournemouth) 
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In the Matter of a Bankruptcy 
Notice (No. 16 of 1922) Expte. 
The Debtor v The Judgment 
Creditor (County Court of Wilt- 
shire, Salis ) 

In re a Debtor (No. 26 of 1922) 
Expte. The Petitioning Creditors 
(County Court of Kent, Canter- 
bury) 

Motions in Bankruptcy for hearing 
before the Judge Pending October 
4th, 1922. 

In re Giunipero &Co Expte. Ditta 
Stefano Peschiera v S Petrie the 
Trustee & the Debtors (pt. hd. 
before P. O. Lawrence, J., on 
July 10, 1922, and then ordered 
to stand over generally) 

Inre L Zolowski Expte H J Vietch, 
the Trustee v Isaac Marcovitch 

In re E Burt, E H Hawkins, the 





Trustee v Violet Poynter 
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In re G N Osborne (trading as J 
Bannister and Co) Expte. A 
Wilmot, the Trustee v Mrs. 
Harriett Emma Osborne (before 
Astbury, J., on Feb. 13, 1922, 
restored to List on Aug. 11, 
1922) 

In re L Zolowski Expte. E Klein 
(trading as Gebruber Holzermann 
v HJ Vietch, the Trustee 

In re L Marks Expte G E Levie, 
the Trustee v Passes & Vann 

In re L Marks Expte. G E Levie, 
the Trustee v Jacob Smith 

In re L Marks Expte. G E Levie, 
the Trustee v Philip Vann 

In re C J Livermore (carrying on 
business as “Livermore & 
Keetch” and “The Conway 
Press”’) Expte. A G White, the 
Trustee v Reginald Tyler Cox 





MICHAELMAS SITTINGS, 1922. 


COURT OF APPEAL. 

IN faa Court No. 1. 
——_ Oct.—Exparte Applica- 
i BH Motions and Interlocutory 


Al rom the Chancery and Probate 
Appeals from Divisions. 


Friday, 13th Oct.—Final A from the 
Chancery Division will taken and 
continued until further notice. 

IN APPEAL Court No. II. 

Thursday, 12th Oct.—Exparte Applica- 
tions, Original Motions and Interlocutory 
Appeals from the King’s Bench Division. 

Friday, 13th Oct. .—Interlocutory Appeals 
= the King’s Bench Division and, 

f necessary, Appeals from the 
King s Bench Division will be taken and 
continued in this Court. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
LORD CHANCBLLOR’S CouRT. 


Summonses. 
a cous my fur cons and 
Wednesdays. luau itlist, 


sas t list. 

Lancashire business will be taken on 
Thursdays, 19th on. 2nd, 16th and 
30th Nov. and 14th Dec. 

Fridays...... Motions and non-wit list. 


| CHANcERY Covrt III. 

Mr. Justice ROMER. 
Except when other business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 





Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 





KING’S BENCH DIVISION. 
meee § SITTINGS, 1922. 


PAPER. 

for Heats. 
The King v Board of Trade (expte Derby Corporation) 
The King v Corfield 
Chariton v Hood 
Owner v C J Ki: Sons ld (Batley) ld (in voluntary liquidation) and TheLiquidator v 
The King v Bony Fe Thanet Joint Hospital Board The National Provincial and Union Bank of England ld 
Elcock v Neac & ors (Liverpool County Court 


hell 
ng V Ministry of Health expte Guardians Wycombe 





CHANCERY Court I. 
Mr. Justice SARGANT. 

Except when other business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Mr. Justice 
Sargant will take Actions with Witnesses 
throughout the Sittings. 

CHANCERY Court V. 
Mr. JusTICE RUSSELL. 

Mondays..... Chamber Summonses. 

Applications under Trading with the 
Enemy Acts will be heard on each Monday 
afternoon at 2 o’clock. 


“THE RED BOOK.” 


IN TWO VOLUMES 


THE YEARLY SUPREME COURT 
PRACTIGE 1923. 


With PRACTICAL NOTES 


Sir WILLES CHITTY, 


King’s Remembrancer, Senior Master of the Supreme Court, 
H. C. MARKS, Esq., Barrister-at-Law; 
F. C. ALLAWAY, Esq., 


Of the Chancery Division of the High Court. 
Under the direct Editorship of the SENIOR MASTER of 


the Supreme Court, it is a real guide to the Existing Practice 
of the Supreme Court. Contains all the new Rules and Orders, 





BY 


AND 


ASSISTED BY 





Tuesdays...... Sht caus pets fur cons and 
non-wit list. 

} oma neg 8. .Non-wit list. 

Thursdays. . .. Non-wit list. 

Fridays...... Mots and non-wit list. 


CHANCERY Court. II. 
Mr. JostickE ASTBURY. 

Except when other business is advertised 
in the Daily Cause List Actions with 
Witnesses will be taken throughout the 
Sittings. 

Judgment Summonses in Bankruptcy will 





Medium paper, 50s. net ; thin paper, 55s. net ; postage extra- 


BUTTERWORTH & CO., Bell Yard, Temple Bar, 
(8. 8. Bonp.) 





London, W.C.2. 








be taken on Mondays, 30th Oct., 27th 





Nov. and 18th Dec. | 
Motions in Bankruptcy will be taken on 
Mondays announced in the Daily Cause | 


List. 
CHANCERY Court IV. 

Mr. Justice P .O. LAWRENCE. 
Mondays..... Sitting in Chambers. 
Tuesdays ....Companies’ (Winding Up) 

business and non-wit list. 
Wednesdays. . Fur cons and non-wit list. 


Thursdays ...Non-wit list. 
Fridays...... Mots sht caus pets and non- | 
wit list. 


CIVIL PAPER. 

For Argument. 
Henry Franc & Lauder v Frank Smith & Co 
Kirton v Pacy (Thorne County Court) 


Same v Bloch & Klein 
Appleby v James (Lambeth County Court) 


American Trading Co v Hardie, Milroy & Co ld 


In re The Companies Acts, 1908 to 1917 in re John Greenhalg! 


) 
In re The Companies Acts 1908 to 1917 in re John Greenhalgh 


Union (de G H Quint) ° 

The v Ministry of Health expte Guardians Wycombe 
Union (ae ES Quint) 

Metropolitan Water Board v Assessment Committee of St. 


. The v General Commrs of Income Tax 


il of Durham v Overseers of the Parish of 
Overseers of the Parish of Consett v County Council of 


Morris v Tolman 
Hickey v Wm Whiteley ld 
Greenwood v Parkin 
Parochial Church Council of the United Parishes of St. 
us The Martyr with St. — 's, New Fish Street 
St. Michael’s, Crooked Lane in the City of London 
v. Chancellor of the Diocese of London 


in ony 


Griffin v De 
. The King v Woolwich Borough Council (expte Woolwich 


) 
bh Council Woolwich 
yi Mae Borough (expte 





(Batley) ld (in a and Liquidator v John 
Greenhalgh (Liverpool County Court) 

Wilkes & anr v Goodwin (Brighton C County Court) 

5S Snapir & Sons v L Rozen & 

Payne v Farmar, Cotgrave & - (Plymouth County Court) 

Wood v Lord Mayor, &c of City of Manchester (Manchester 
County Court) 

Savill v Notley (Diss and Eye My Court) 

— v Islington Guardians & anr (Clerkenwell County 


Ashwin v Societe Maritime et Commerciale du Pacifique 
Oldrey v Wiseman (Birmingham County Court) 
— v Woodbridge (Brown, Clmt) (Brentford County 


In the matter of the Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 
In the matter of Louvre (London) Id and The Official 
Receiver of the Court v Gersgom & anr (Edmonton County 


Court) 

Minter v Constitutional Trust ld 

Watson v Pye (Spalding County Court) 

Doughty v Godfrey (Margate County Court) 

Broad v Super Engineering Co ld & ors 

Alliance Economic Investment Co ld v Berton & ors (Lambeth 
County Court) 

Pennell k Hulse v Longmore 

West Riding County Council v Maude & ors (Halifax County 


Court) 
Diprose v Halford (Wandsworth County Court) 
Pearson v (Wandsworth County Court) 
Impex Co v General Steam Navigation Co oid (Mayor's & City 
of London Court) 





The Royal Commission on Honours met on Monday at Commissions 
House, Old Palace-yard.. Lord Dunedin presided, and all the other members 
| of the Commission were present—the Duke of Devonshire, Lord Denman, 
Sir Evelyn Cecil, Sir George Croydon Marks, Mr. Arthur Henderson, and 
Sir Samuel Hoare, with Mr. James Rae (Secretary). 
states that the Commission decided to hold their meetings in private, and 
to issue a statement to the Press after each meeting, giving the names of 
the witnesses examined. It adds :—‘‘ The Commission will deal fully 
| in their report with all matters disclosed before them.”’ 


An official communiqué 





Waring & Gillows ld v hty 
Davey v Robinson & anr (Clerkenwell County Court) 

Bridge v Butler (Croydon Court) 

Rogers v tery “od ors i Coane of the Legal Co-op Collecting 


Daniel v Seeingold | Whitecha) 

Percival v Hillyer Bros ld (Hull County Court) 

Barclays Bank ld v Sankey & ors 

Watkinson v Maffuniades & anr 

Marshall & Snelgrove ld v Gower (A R Gower, Clmt) 

All Russian Co-op Soc ld v Benjamin Smith & Sons (Mayor's 
& City of London o Court) 

Spiro & Feltham v Sees (West London Count Lom 

L Freeman & Sons v National Benefit Assce Co 

Solomons v Finkelstein ad ag pag County Court) 

Barclays Bank ld v oa SS 

Doyle v Lord Mayor, rmen & Citizens of Liverpool 


asa goatee County 
France v Lucas (Dews County Court) 
Belin v Wilcox (Corbett, it) 
cues &anrv bey pay ben = Palace = ees County Court) 


Bank Id v Sanke 
Hogs ¢ Hogs Knight ld v Withers (a ‘e firm) (Shrewsbury County 


v Lea ( 
Vauxhall Motors Id v oa 
Lissner v Portnoi & anr (Marylebone County Court) 
Fish Mea! Co Id v Hollingshurst & Co ld 
Hunnings v Fiske (Edmonton & Wood Green County Court) 
Horner & Wife v Guy (Wood Green County Court) 
ill Polikoff 


sera ccs ties vies eal =? 











waneshens dv R A McCallum & Sons 
Nuttall v y's Burnley Brewery Id (Burnley County 


Court) 

eee v oon Meena Onesie Ooert rt) 

Whitham v Same 

Wilts & Somerset Farmers Id v Palmer (Weston-super-Mare 
County Court) 

Brown v Hotel & Land Development Co Id (Aberystwyth 


County Court) 
Wi v Y Gininassi (Bloomsbury County Court) 
Ww v.Putnam (Weston-super-Mare County Court) 
Carlton & his Satellites v Floral Hall (Bridlington) ld 
(Kingston County Court) 
James v Abraha 


ms 
Williams v Williams & ors a age County Court) 
H ld v Bass, Walker & 
Herbert v Savage & ors (Lambeth Soon Co Court) 
Dartnell v Batavia & General Plantations Trust Id (Salisbury 
County Court) 
Granger's Exclusives ld v Northern Amusements Id (Stoke 


County Court) 
Same v Same 
Swiss Bank Co v Bohmische Industrial Bank, National 
Prov. = * Union Bank of England ld (Garnishees) 
Same v 


British |. ~ 77 Co v Mill 439 Id (Mayor’s & Cityof London 
Court) 
SPRCTAL CASES UNDER SEC. 19 OF THE ARBITRATION 
Act, 1889. 


J & J Cunningham ld v Robert A Munro & Co ld 
American Trading Co v Hardie, rod & Co ld 
Ministry of Food v E D Sassoon & Co ld 


SPROIAL Pap 
Amis Swain & ors v Royal Wheat aentuden 
Droulias v Christides 
Potter v Mayor, &c of Bedford 
Tormod Bakkevig & Son v Harris & Sharpe 
United Dairies ld v The Public Trustee & anr 
Dewar & Webb v Joseph Rank Id 
Edwards v Pioneer Stores Id 
Bureau Freres & Baillergeau v Louis Dreyfus & Co 
Small v Car & Gen Insce Cor 
S & G Robinson Id v Ashwell R D C 
Owners of s.s. “‘ Dimitrios N Rallias”’ v Laverells Brizzolesi 
Galliano & Co Id 
James Blac 


Insce Co Id 

W Weddel & Co ld v Board of Trade 

Ashworth v Law Accident Insce Soc 

Eastman v Grain Belt Construction & Development Co Id 

Same v Same (motion) 

Union 8.8. Co of New Zealand Owners of the tank Steamer 
“ Orowaiti” v American Oil Co Id 

James Nourse ld v Elder Dempster & Co Id 


MOTION FOR JUDGMENT. 
Reeve & anr v Bilston Motor Service Co Id 


APPEALS AND [SSUES UNDER THE UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
Act, 1920. 


In the Matter of an Application by Daniels Bros ld (de 
Wright 


& Sons ld v Liverpool, London & Globe 


Same Newton ag | (de Webber) 
Same by Gordon (de Howard) 
cos wy Fox (de Mills) 
Same by Governors of St Thomas’ Hospital (de Morris) 


REVENUE PAPER. 
ENGLISH INFORMATION. 


Attorney-General and Moses Shepherd 


CASES STATED. 
= Plymouth Mutual a and Industrial Soc ld 
Commrs of I Revenue 
Mark Bromet and James Reith (Surveyor of Taxes) 
H G Alexander J G Duplessis and Lady K F M Morant 
Trustees of John Morant (Minor) and T H Butcher 
(Surveyor of Taxes) 
ey — Nephew & Co and The Commrs of Inland Revenue 
of Inland Revenue and a 


THE SOLICITORS’ 








OURNAL & WEEKLY 
Bankruptcy Notices. 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, October 6. 

ADAMS, FRANCIS, Wallington, Surrey. Croydon. Pet. 
Aug. 31, Ord. Sept. 25. 

ANTHONY, HAROLD, and ANTHONY, ADA E., Nuneaton, 
General Dealers. Coventry. Pet. Oct.2. Ord. Oct. 2. 
ARSOOTT, LESLIE A., Hitracambe, Auctioneer. Barnstaple. 
Pet. Oct. 4. Ord. Oct. 

BaRRATT, WILLIAM, AN Fruiterer. Pet. 
Oct. 4.’ Ord. Oct. 4. 

, Gwynror J., Gorseinon, Glam, 
Swansea. Pet. Oct. 3. Ord. Oct. 3. 

BLACKWELL, RICHARD G., Southport, Assistant Manager of 
Chemical Works. Live l. Pet. Sept.18. Ord. Oct. 4. 

BONNARD, GUSTAVE R., Finsbury-pavement, E.C. High 
Court. Pet. July 13. Ord. Aug. 15. 

BROOKS, ARTHUR A., Sale, Chester, Toy Manufacturer and 
Engineer. Manchester. Pet. Sept. 19. Ord. Oct. 4. 

BRUFFELL, THOMAS, Ashton-under-Lyne, —, Merchant. 
Ashton-under-Lyne. Pet. Oct. 4. Ord. Oct. 

Burton Sypney C. Bradford. Traveller. * pradford. 
Pet. Sept. 5. Crd. Oct. 4. 

—, GrorGE, Lee. Greenwich. Pet. July 25. Ord. 


CoaTrs, ELIZABETH, Hinderwell, er =) Hotel ! aapeuns 
Stockton-on-Tees. Pet. Oct. 3. Ord. Oct. 


Swansea. 


Furnaceman. 


Davies, Epwarp J. F., Cefn Cad-y-C A, ” Brecknock, 
late Colliery Clerk. Merthyr Ty Pet. Oct. 4. 
Ord. Oct. 4. 

DENSON GEORGE, Rednal, near Oswestry, Farmer. Wrexham. 
Pet. Oct.4. Ord. Oct. 

a = 1 ee L., Victoria-st. High Court. Pet. May 26. 


DICKINSON, GEORGE, and Dickinson, ELste M., Longport, 
=e Confectioners and Milk Dealers. Hanley. Pet. 


, Chester, _ ioe and Fish 


Dealer. Stockport. Pet. Get 2. O 

Easton, WILLIAM E., Leicester, Fish and Fruit Hawker. 
Leicester. Pet. Oct.2. Ord. Oct. 

ELNER, WILLIAM, Lancaster, Sheena ‘Victualler. Preston. 
Pet. Oct. 4. Ord. Oct. 4 

FELLOWS, JOSEPH, Prudiey ee, Tailor. Dudley. 


Pet. Sept. 30. Ord. Se a = 
FREEMAN, a ome Finchley. Barnet. Pet. Aug. 18. 


Ord. Sept 
Ly Pork Butcher. 


GOLDSMITH, ERNEST, Ebbw Vale, 

Tredegar. Pet. Sept. 29. Ord. + 
Grayson, JOHN W., Middlesbrough Taxi-Cab Proprietor. 
— ee 3. Ord. Oct. 3. 

ARRIS. ENRY rmi m, Draper. Birmingha 

Pet. Oct. 2. Ord. Oct. — - papie rs 
HEIGHT, CHARLES H. Wisbech, Cycle Agent. 
— Got, 2. Ord. Oc 

UDSON Wombwell. near ae General Outfitter. 

Barnsley. Pet. Sept. 4.’ Ord. 2 : ‘ 


King’s Lynn. 


HUMPHRY, GEORGE . Bristol, Hlectrical ine Bristol 
Pet. Oct. 3. Ord. Oct. ee 
JaY, HARLEY T., Bardsley. Hereford. Leominster. Pet. 


. Sept. 4. Ord. ‘Oct. 

BAOCOCKE, PHILIP C., ‘West Smithfield, Butcher. High Court. 
Pet. Aug. 25. Ord. Oct. 4. _—s 
we ye . Ww. , Chancery-lane. High Court. Pet. Aug. 29. 
— ‘it, Burnley, Grocer. Burnley. Pet. Oct. 2. 
KYLE, WILLIAM G., ee. Holborn. High 
Sir CEcrL, Tharloe- 8. Kensington. 


Court. Pet. Aug. 29. Ord. Oct. 
LAMBERT, Admi 
High Court. Pet. July 20. Ord. Oct. 4 


LAVINGTON, HERBERT, Leeds, Watchmak Leeds. 3 
oan ‘om ae s r er. 8. Pet. 
Se | C., Grosvenor- rd., sae, Caterer. High 
Mann. Som J at ion resse 
OHN, elens, Lane: Haird 
Pet. Oct. 3.’ Ord. Oct. 3. ae 


Oct. 2 Licensed Victualler. 
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MATHEWS,. ALBERT E., Little London, 


Farmer. Winchester. 
MERRYLEES, HARALD. 


Bir > 
NEEDHAM, CHARLES, Warrington, Fishmonger. Manchester, 
Pet. Oct. 3. Ord. Oct. 3. 
NELSON, Sir JAMES Hope, Half Moon-st., W.1. High Court, 
Pet. Oct. . Oct. 
NEWMAN b, Sees. E.C., ei Merchant. High 
Pet. 


Court. Pet. Sept. 2 Ord. Get. 
| Fs, ERNEST A., | cae Beer Tietailer. Bristol. 
Ord. Oct. 
Dealer, 
| NOKEs, ving a Leicester-st. High Court. Pet. April 13. 
Ord. Oct. 


aed 
Ontons, Wasun M., Castlemorton, Worcestershire, Fruit 
Dealer. Worcester. Pet. Sept. 30. Ord. Sept. 30. 
PEARSE, HARRY, Leiston, Suffolk, Coach and House Painter, 
Ipswich. Pet. Oct.2. Ord. Oct. 2. 












WILLIAM a, er 
Brentford. Pet. Aug. "23. Ord. Oc 


PExToN, Epwix M., and BRYANT, ERNEST A., oa 

Wholesale Confectioners. Bristol. Pet. Oct. 
t. 2 

PrRossER, THOMAS G., Neath, Milliner and Draper. Swansea, 
Pet. Oct. 4. Ord. Oct. 4. 

Riccio, GIOVANNI, Frith-st., Shaftesbury-avenue, Wine 
Merchant. High Court. Pet. Sept. 7. Ord. . 28. 

ip. Seen. iddx. Brentford. Pet. 


RoGERS, ALFRED B 
Aug. 26. Ord. 

SALLAWAY, LEONARD, ; | Sa <i Market Gardener, 
Brighton. Pet. Oct. 2. Ord. Oct. 

SHEPHERD, FRANCIS A., Partridge Sees, Sussex, Farmer, 


SKETCHLEY, FREDERICK C., Leicester, Hosiery Factor. 
Leicester ‘, - Sept. 15. Ord. Oct. 2. 

MITH, Bradford, i. epee Engineer. Bradford. 
Pet. Sept. 21. Ord. Oct. 





KERR & LANHAM, 


law Stationers and Lay Agents. 


ABSTRACTS. BRIEFS, DRAFTS AND DEEDs 
COPIED AND ENGROSSED. 
COUNTRY ORDERS RECEIVE SPECIAL ATTENTION. 


16, Furnivac Sr., Horsorn. E.C, 


[H.R.H. The Prince of Wales has accepted a copy !) 
How to MAKE ASPEECH WITHOUT NOTES 
THE ART OF 33,300 SOLD! 


EXTEMPORE SPEAKING 


By Harotp Forp, M.A., LL.D., D.C.L, 
E. cas a. ” 
Ww. poy i 2 2 A on your work. 


HERBERT LEWIS, 
I have ever read 
Sonicrror : *‘T Jo much benefit from it.” 
SHEFFIELD TELEGRAPH: ‘‘The best ever written.” 
4/6 Net. Post Free 4/10. 
one THOUGHTS” ag Temple House, E.C.4. 
ET & MAXWELL, Lid., 3, Chancery Lane, W.C2 











ARDMAY HOTEL 


WOBURN mom, — 
e7eparday. 7 orme on penn 1070 por day. Ne mnben 


"om 2 nen pr werk 


a oe anh muse WEST CENT.” 


including all 
— 











The Commrs of 
The Union Cold Storage Co ld and W Jones (H 


of Taxes) 
British uffs Corpn (Blackley) ld and The Commrs of 
I 


ue 
Ellen rae oe (formerly Ellen Harwood) and The Commrs of 


The Commrs of Taland Revenue and George Bur: 
The Commrs of Inland Revenue and William Dorrell 
PETITION UNDER FINANCE ACT, 1894. 
In the Matter of the Estate of Sir Tatton Benvenuto Mark 
Sykes, Bt. dec 
PETITIONS UNDER THE LICENSING (CONSOLIDATION) ACT, 


Courage & Co ld and The Commrs of Inland Revenue (re 
The Old Public House, The Stowage, Deptford) 
Strong & Co of y Id & anr and The Commrs of Inland 

Revenue (re The Alarm Inn Lymington) 


DeaTe DUTIES—SHOWING CAUSE 
In the Matter of Arthur George Earl of Wilton dec 
In the Matter of John William Atkinson dec 








King’s X (Met. Rly.) W.C.1. 

















SELDEN SOCIET 


FOUNDED 
1887 





To encourage the study and advance the knowledge of the History of English Law 





Viox-PREsIDENTS : { 


Patron: HIS MAJESTY THE KING. 
Presipent: THE RT. LORD JUSTICE WARRINGTON. 
THE RT. HON. VISCOUNT CAVE, G.C.M.G. 
THE RT. HON. LORD JUSTICE ATKIN. 

With a Council of English and American Lawyers. 

The publication for the year 1922 will be 

YEAR BOOKS OF EDWARD II 


7 EDWARD IL. 
By WILLIAM CRODDOCK BOLLAND, Barrister-at-Law. 
Crown 4to. Price to Non-Members, £2 12s, 6d. 


VOL XVI 
A.D. 1313—1314. : 





ANNUAL SUBSCRIPTION TWO GUINEAS. 





for any previous year. 
half the published price, 
Foi. 


may be had from the oe Mr. H. 
SUBSCRIPTIONS AND 





Eacu Member Rxcxives the publication for the year of his subscription and may subscribe 
New members can have a complete set of the past publications at 


List oF Pusticartrons already issued by the Society and particulars of Membership 

tuart Moore, 6, 
Donations, which are greatly need on the wor 

sent to the Hon. Treasurer, Mr. J. E. W. Rider, 8, New-square, “Lincola’s-inn, W.C.2. 


s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C.4. 


should be % 
Pe 




















